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Current Topics. 


The Land Transfer Question. 

THE PRESIDENT of the Liverpool Incorporated Law Society, 
in his annual address, which we report elsewhere, spoke with 
unusual frankness as to the position of matters with regard to 
iand transfer. He said it should be borne in mind that the 
Lord Chancellor and some of the Law Lords are determined 
upon legislation for the further simplification of the transfer of 
real property; that they are advised and largely guided by 
Sir CHARLES BrickDALs, the Registrar of the Office of Land 
Registry, and that the Kegistrar has recently stated in writing 
that ‘it seems really almost superfluous to inquire whether 
(except in the way of further extending absolute titles) any 
serious alteration of system is at all called for in the interest of 
the public.” If this is so, we have an interesting illustration 
of the lengths to which the bureaucrat may nowadays consider 
himself justified in going. The recommendations of the Royal 
Commission are flouted, their statement that the present system 
is imperfect is bluntly denied, and the opinion of the author of 
such system is to be accepted as conclusive ; any other opinion 
being “really almost superfluous.” Was such a claim to infalli- 
bility ever before made by the head of a Government office 4 


Mr. Justice Grantham. 

UNUSUAL INTEREST and sympathy have been felt by lawyers 
in the progress of the gallant struggle which was maintained 
during many days by the iron constitution of Mr. Justice 
GRANTHAM against the ravages of a peculiarly dangerous 
disease, but while everyone hoped for a favourable issue, no 
one ventured to expect it. The patient had apparently passed 
through the high temperature and more violent phases of the 
complaint to relapse into the intense weakness resulting 
therefrom, and during Thursday he slowly sank and died in 
the course of the evening. It may be doubted whether, if 
the learned judge had laid up earlier, he might not have 
increased his chance of recovery, but it was characteristic of 
him that he would do his work as long as he could possibly 
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perform it. He had been looking ill for some time, and we 
understand that on Wednesday in last week, when he 
attended a meeting ef the directors of a legal insuranco 
society, everyone was shocked with his appearance ; and that 
evening he had to take to his bed. We hope hereafter to 
attempt an estimate of his character and work, but at present 
we should desire to recall his genuine kindliness of disposition, 
and his earnest desire to correctly administer justice. 


The Appellate Jurisdiction Bill. 


Tis Bitt of four short clauses—providing that the House of 
Lords and the Judicial Committee shall not, so far as practicable, 
sit simultaneously, and that two additional Lords of Appeal may 
be appointed, and that the salary of a Lord of Appeal appointed 
after the passing of the Act shall be reduced to £5,000, and his 
pension on retirement to £3,500—passed the House of Lords 
during the first part of the session, and was brought to the House 
of Commons on the 16th of August last. It was ordered to be 
printed on the 17th of August, but since that time no progress 
appears to have been made with the measure, and it was the 
other day included, with the County Courts Bill, and many other 
Bills, in the list, given by the 7imes Parliamentary correspondent, 
of measures which may be selected for massacre, We shall probably 
shortly hear the fate of the Bill. 


The House of Lords. 


Tue House of Lords, sitting as a court of final appeal, has 
made good progress with its list, and there is every reason to 
believe that in the dispatch of business it will furnish a useful 
example to the subordinate courts of the United Kingdom. 
The general impression, however, appears to be that the weight 
and efficiency of the House have been diminished. Lords 
HERSCHELL, WATSON, and Davey sat together a few years ago, 
and it can hardly be suggested that their places have been taken 
by lawyers of equal eminence. Attention has been recently 
drawn to the fact that not one of the Lords of Appeal had, 
before his appointment, any judicial experience of the trial of 
causes. ‘The Lord Chancellor, Lord MAacNAGHTEN, Lord 
Rosson, Lord ATKINSON, and Lord SHAW passed from the bar 
of their respective courts to their seats in the House, and this 
lack of experience may possibly be of some disadvantage in the 
consideration of the complicated masses of fact by which the 
questions of law are often obscured. A similar observation 
might, however, be made of some members of the Court of 
Appeal, and it would be difficult to confine the selection of legal 

“4 to those who have at some time occupied a seat on the 
vench. 


The Cost of Litigation. 


WE HAD occasion, in a recent issue, to refer to the enormous 
costs incurred in an inquiry before one of the official referees. 
It is thought by several influential members of the profession— 
and their opinion is shared by judges on the bench—that the 
heavy expenses which are necessarily incurred in the prosecution 
of an action are beginning to deter suitors from commencing 
proceedings in the High Court, and that this reluctance will 
shortly be brought to public notice by a sensible diminution in 


the number of cases entered in the lists. There can be little doubt 


that a small number of King’s Counsel who have secured the 
confidence of the dispensers of briefs receive fees of an amount 
which some twenty Dg ago would have been thought 
extravagant and incredible. It follows, as a natural result, that 
the fees of all leading counsel and their juniors are at the same 
time increased, lest ens should be too great a contrast between 
what they receive and what is obtained by those who are 
more in the fashion. The prolongation of trials and the 
number of witnesses called add to the expense. These increased 
costs may be incurred by men of wealth or by reckless 
speculators, but they are wholly unsuited to men of moderate 
means, and who are in the habit of carefully estimating the 
probable results of an unsuccessful, or even a successful, action 
at law. There is some reason to fear that the High Court 
may become a rich man’s court, but should this happen, 
it will cease to command the respect of the more deserving class | 





of litigants, who will remember that at the commencement of 
the last century the fees accepted by the most eminent counsel 
would, at the present day, hardly satisfy the practitioners in a 
county court or police court. 


Covenants to Settle After-Acquired Property and 
Life Policies. 

In THE case of Re Harcourt’s Trusts (ante, p. 72 ; 1911, W.N, 
214), Swinren Eapy, J., had to decide whether a policy of life 
insurance was caught by a covenant to settle after-acquired 
property. The covenant was contained in a marriage settle- 
ment, and included all property to which the wife should 
become entitled after the marriage or during the coverture, 
except “ property acquired at one and the same time not exceed- 
ing in amount or value the sum of £200.” Three years after 
marriage, the husband insured his life for £500, for the benefit 
of the wife, and on his death the policy moneys were paid to the 
wife. The trustees of the settlement claimed that this money 
should be paid over to them by the widow, as being subject to 
the trusts of the settlement under the covenant to transfer 
after-acquired property. Life polices not being expressly 
mentioned in the covenant, the question was whether the policy 
or its proceeds—£500—were property of the amount or value of 
£200, of the kind referred to in the covenant. SWINFEN 
Eapy, J., decided that the policy and its proceeds were not 
caught by the covenant, and he based his decision mainly on the 
words “at any time during the coverture,” and “acquired at one 
and the same time.” There was only one time, and he thought 
the moment at which the policy was effected was the time at 
which the policy was “acquired.” At that moment the policy 
could not possibly be of the value of £200, and it did not, 
therefore, fall within the property contemplated. The 
learned judge was imvited by counsel for the trustees 
to regard the policy as a reversionary interest whose 
face value or amount (£500) was to be taken into account 
as in Re Mackenzie's Settlement Trusts (1867, 2 Ch. App. 345). 
He preferred, however, to adopt the principle of Re Browne's Will 
(1869, L. R. 7 Eq. 231). In that case a reversionary interest of 
apparently trifling value was vested in the wife, but not expressly 
settled. This interest eventually proved of great value when it 
fell into possession. It was held not to have been caught by the 
covenant to settle other property. One standing difficulty 
about the interpretation of language dealing with life policies, 
whether in wills or deeds, or in Acts of Parliament, is tu deter- 
mine whether words referring to value or amount are to be taken 
as indicating present cash value or the amount expressed on the 
face of the policy. It is believed that nearly all such cases of diffi- 
culty arise from the ambiguity not being present to the drafts: 
man’s mind at the moment. Given the consciousness of the possible 
ambiguity, it is easy to avoid it, particularly in drafting wills 
and settlements. 


Entry of Debts in Inland Revenue Affidavits. 


THE DECISION of NEVILLE, J., in Re Beavan (Weekly Notes, 
p. 234), will assist to get rid of some erroneous notions a3 to 
the effect of the entry of debts in Inland Revenue affidavits 
in excluding the Statute of Limitations. The Limitation 
Act, 1623, which imposes the six years’ limit on simple 
contract debts, contains no provision for keeping the 
debt alive by acknowledgment, and hence the doctrine has been 
established that a mere acknowledgment of the debt operates 
as a fresh promise to pay. “The only me said Lord 
TENTERDEN, C.J., in Tanner v. Smart (6 B. & C. 603), “ upon 
which the acknowledgment can be held to be an answer to the 
statute is this, that an acknowledgment is evidence of a new 
promise, and, as such, constitutes a new cause of action, and 
supports and establishes the promises which the declaration 
states.” But if the acknowledgment operates as a promise, there 
must be two parties to it, a promisor and a promisee, and hence 
an acknowledgment made by the debtor is not effectual unless it 
is made to the creditor or his agent. This was recognized by 
the Court of Appeal in Stamford Banking Co. v. Smith (1892, 1 Q.B. 
765), but the principle has been departed from in several cases 
where admissions of debts have been made in accounts rend 
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on applications for probate. In Smith v. Poole (12 Sim. 17), an 
admission of the creditor’s debt made by the debtor’s adminis- 
trator in such an account was held to be a sufficient acknowledg- 
ment, although the creditor was no party to it, and in Re Emmett 
(95 L. T. 755) this was quoted by Kexkewicu, J., as an 
authority, though in that case there was a further circumstance 
which might have supported the acknowledgment. It was 
made by a debtor executor in applying for probate of the 
creditor's will. In Maniram v. Seth Rupchaud (22 T. L. R. 619) 
an admission made under similar circumstances was held by the 
Privy Council to be an effectual acknowledgment. In these 
cases the admission is made by the debtor to himself as creditor, 
and though it cannot be in law a promise it might, perhaps, be 
allowed this effect in equity. But Smith v. Poole (supra) had no 
such special circumstance to support it. In the present case of 
Re Beavan (supra) NEVILLE, J., observed that it was no longer 
law, and he held that an entry of a debt in an affidavit for 
probate, where the creditor is not a party, cannot operate as an 
acknowledgment. 


Ademption of Legacy by Change of Investment. 


By SECTION 24 of the Wills Act, 1837, a will speaks from the 
death of the testator. “Every will,” so runs the section, “ shall 
be construed, with reference to the real and personal estate 
comprised in it, to speak and take effect as if it had been 
executed immediately before the death of the testator, unless a 
contrary intention shall appear by the will.” The decision of 
the Court of Appeal in Re Slater (1907, 1 Ch. 665) shewed that 
the result may be disastrous to a legatee when, between the date 
of the will and the death, stock specifically given to the legatee 
has been changed by no act of the testator for other stock of a 
different nature. In that case the testator, by a will made in 
1904, bequeathed a life interest in his money invested in 
Lambeth Water Works Stock. At that time he had £1,075 so 
invested. Subsequently this was converted into £3,739 Metro- 
politan Water Stock, with the result that the legatee lost her life 
interest. There was no reason to suppose that the testator had 
altered his mind, but the Legislature had altered the stock, and 
at his death he had no money invested in Lambeth Water 
Works Stock. A decision of that kind, whatever its technical 
necessity, is practically absurd, and SwinFEN Eapy, J., found 
reason for not following it in the recent case of te Clifford's Estate 
(ante, p. 91). There the testator had made a bequest of “ 23 of 
the shares belonging to me in the London and County Banking 
Co., Ltd.” At the date of the will the testator had 104 such shares 
of £80 each with £20 paid up. Before his death the bank had 
amalgamated with the London and Westminster Bank, and new 
shares in the amalgamated bank were issued of £20 each with 
£5 paid up. Of these shares 416 were allotted to the testator. 
Obviously, ninety-two of the new shares represented twenty-three 
of the old shares, and SwinFren Eapy, J., held that the legacy 
had not been adeemed, but that it took effect with respect to 
ninety-two of the new shares. This was practically as right 
as Re Slater was practically wrong ; but the technical distinction 
between the two cases would be hard to find. SwINFEN Eapy, J., 
observed that the will shewed “a contrary intention.” But it 
did so merely in the sense tbat it shewed an intention that the 
legatee should have the benefit of the bequest; neither more 
nor less than in Je Slater. The real distinction, we imagine, is 
that the learned judge was not so ready as the Court of Appeal to 
give a decision which would be practically absurd. 


The Growing Law of Negligence. 


OWING To the extreme confusion into which the whole law of 
negligence has been thrown by some famous recent decisions of 
the Final Court of Appeal, cases on this branch of law have been 
numerous of late, and sometimes just a trifle marvellous. In 
Paterson v. London, Tilbury, and Southend Railway Co. (Times, 
October 20th), the Divisional Court actually had to set aside a 
judgment recovered in the county court against a railway com- 
pany under the following extraordinary circumstances. The 
Plaintiff, a lady, went down the steps of Upton Park Station on 
to a platform to await a train. The station was lighted by 
twenty-seven lamps, but a dense fog prevailed. The plaintiff, 





unable to see the edge of the platform because of the fog, walked 
on to the line and suffered injuries. It was seriously contended 
that the company had not taken reasonable steps to secure the 
safety of their passengers ; and counsel suggested, in reply to 
interrogation from the bench, that they ought to have done three 
things—-painted a white line at the edge of platform, debarred the 
passengers from access to the platform until the train had come 
in,and warned them of the danger arising from the fog. The 
court refused to impose such extraordinary duties on the 
company, and reversed the judgment on the ground that there 
was no evidence of negligence. Ina case of a different kind, 
which came before Mr. Justice DARLING and a special jury 
(Bass v. Hendon Urban District Council—Times, October 18th), 
his lordship followed the long line of recent decisions which have 
imposed a specially high standard of care upon persons who have 
dealings with infants. The plaintiff, an infant in the legal 
sense of that term, was an employee of the defendant 
corporation and was a member of their fire-brigade. He sustained 
injuries in an accident which occurred after fire-drill, and which 
the jury found was due to the negligence of a fellow-servant. 
No question of the Employers’ Liability Act of 1881 or of the 
Workmen’s Compensation Acts arose in the case, since the 
plaintiff sued the corporation for common law negligence. Now 
the common law rule excludes liability on the part of the employer 
unless the accident has resulted from (1) his personal negligence, 
or (2) his failure to provide an efficient system and efficient 
machinery, or (3) his failure to provide competent fellow-ser- 
vants : Smith v. Baker (1891, A. C. 325). Each of these grounds of 
liability was negatived by the findings of the jury in answer 
to questions put to them by the judge; but the further point 
remained whether the employer was liable for the negligence of 
the perfectly competent fellow-servant he had supplied. In the 
case of an adult, the defence of common employment would have 
been a sufficient answer to such a claim; but of late years the 
courts have held that such a defence is not available in the case 
of an infant to the same extent as in the case of an adult: Cribb 
v. Kynoch (1907, 2 K. B. 548) and Young v. Hoffman (1907, 
2 K. B. 646). The cases quoted, however, only recognized this 
principle in cases where the employer had delegated a specially 
dangerous duty to the fellow-servant; Mr. Justice DARLING 
applied the principle in a somewhat wider sense, which practically 
abolishes the defence of common employment against an infant 
engaged in dangerous work. 


Replacing a Judicial Trustee by the Public 
Trustee. 

In Re Johnston (Weekly Notes, p. 234), it seems to have been 
too readily assumed at the oytset that a judicial trustee could 
retire of his own accord, and that the court could thereupon 
appoint the public trustee in his place. In point of fact, 
there are two steps to be taken before this can be done, and 
as regards neither has the court any initiative. By section 
24 (1) of the rules under the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, it 
is provided that, where there is a judicial trustee, the court 
may at any time, on the application, made by summons, of any 
party interested in the trust, order that there shall cease to be 
a judicial trustee. Thus, before the no trustee can replace a 
judicial trustee, there must be an order putting an end to the 
judicial trusteeship. And when this is done the court cannot of 
itself appoint the public trustee. Under section 5 (4) of the 
Public Trustee Act, 1896, notice of any proposed appointment 
of the public trustee as a new or additional trustee must be 
given to all the beneficiaries in the United Kingdom. In the 
present case a judicial trustee proposed to retire, and nominated 
a successor for appointment by the court. NEVILLE, J., passed 
over the nominee, and appointed the public trustee, although no 
application for his appointment had been made. This involved two 
mistakes, inasmuch as, first, there had been no order made under 
rule 24 (1) for the termination of the judicial trusteeship ; and 
secondly, no notices appear to have been sent to any beneficiaries 
of a proposed appointment of the public trustee. The first 
mistake was, perbaps, of no great importance, but the appoint- 
ment of the public trustee without compliance with the terms 
of the statute as to notice to the beneficiaries violated an 
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essential safeguard against the intrusion of this official into 
trusts. The order originally made was discharged on the first 
ground, but the learned judge does not seem to have dealt 
with the second. 


The Consular Courts of Egypt. 


FEW PERSONS who are interested in the future of Egypt can 
find a word in defence of its Consular Courts. Egypt has, at 
the present day, its native courts, which decide all civil cases 
between natives and all criminal proceedings which are taken 
against them. Then come the Consular Courts, which have 
jurisdiction over all cases between foreigners of the same nation- 
ality, and also all criminal cases in which the accused persons are 
foreigners. And, finally, there are the Mixed Tribunals, which 
dispose of all lawsuits between foreigners of different nationality 
or between natives and foreigners, together with actions in which 
the Egyptian Government is one of the parties. Each of the 
Consular Courts administers a different system of law. Before 
any European can be adequately punished, he must be proved to 
have committed an offence, not against Egyptian law, but against 
the law of his country of origin. Anyone who has some 
acquaintance with the administration of the criminal law in 
France and Italy, and with sentences passed by their tribunals 
respectively, will not be surprised to hear that in Egypt, in cases 
where the accused persons are of different nationalities, men 
guilty of the same offences have, on identical evidence, been 
sentenced to widely varying penalties in these Consular Courts. 
It will seem to many that the recent adjustment of rights claimed 
by the Great Powers in North Africa may enable this country 
to strengthen its Protectorate in Egypt by the abolition of the 
Consular Courts. A plan for the extinction of these vexatious 


institutions was, we believe, prepared by Lord CROMER immedi- 
ately before he relinquished his office. 


Restrictive Agreements on the Sale of Chattels. 


THERE ARE very few decisions as to how far restrictive agree- 
ments may be made to run with chattels. This subject is treated 
in the last number of the Harvard Law Review, under the head of 
“ Price Restriction on the Resale of Chattels.” The writer of 
the article discusses the decision of the Supreme Court of the 
United States in Dr. Miles Medical Co. v. John D. Purk & Sons 
(1911, 220 U.S. Rep. 373), which denied the right of owners of 
chattels not produced under patents or other statutory grant to 
fix the prices at which such chattels may be resold to inter- 
mediate dealers, and to the ultimate purchasers for use or con- 
sumption. The court, in fact, held that the manufacturer or 
producer of chattels in whose production secret processes or other 
trade secrets are utilized, has no different rights in marketing his 
products than the owner of ordinary chattels. The English cases 
(Urmston v. Whitelegg Bros. (1890, 63 L. T. 455) and Elliman, Son; 
& Co. v. Carrington (1901, 2 Ch. D, 275) appear to assume that the 
question is one of restraint of trade, and so long as there is no 
such restraint, that limited restrictions as incident to the sale of 
chattels are permissible. How far such a restraint would be 
binding on a sub-purchaser who had made no agreement with the 
vendor is another question, and it would rather seem that the 
restriction as against him would be inoperative. 


Whatis an Unconscionable Bargain? 

It SEEMS impossible to attain to any fixed rule as to what con- 
stitutes a harsh and unconscionable bargain by a money-lender, 
or what is a fair rate of interest. The conditions of men and 
their affairs are too varied and complex. In the case of H. Burton 
& Co. vy. Swifte (Times, November 22nd),Mr. Justice ScRUTTON, in 





order to satisfy himself as to the merits of the defendant (who is 
stated to have been a captain in the army), inquired if he bad 
had a public school education, and, for his private information, 
what nis income was. In the course of his judgment he is 
reported to have said that he should pay no attention to what | 
judges had said in other cases when deciding whether or not the | 
interest charged was excessive, and he did not propose to give | 
reasons for his judgment, which might be used against him and | 
other judges. He came to the conclusion that the interest was 
excessive, which threw on the lenders the onus of shewing that 


the bargain was not harsh and upreasonable—a burden which 
he considered, they had not discharged. He ordered the 
interest to be calculated at the rateof 40 per cent. Altogether 
a hearing after the fashion of that of the Cadi under the 
palm-tree. 








Effect of Domicil on Powers of 


Appointment. 


In Re Pryce (1911, 2 Ch. 286), an Englishwoman had a general 
power of appointment by will over a fund situate in England, 
and subject to English law. She married a Dutchman, and 
acquired a Dutch domicil, By Dutch law her power of testa. 
mentary disposition over her own property was limited to seven- 
eighths, her mother being entitled to one-eighth as portio legitima, 
3y her will, which was in Dutch form and language, but was 
admitted to probate in England, she made her husband “ sule 
heir of the whole of which the law in force at the time of her 
death would allow ber to dispose in his favour.” It was proved 
that under Dutch law the exercise of a general testamentary 
power has the effect of making the property “assets” of the 
testator for all purposes. It was held by PARKER, J., that 
the will operated as an exercise of the power of appointment, 
and that the husband took the whole of the-fund, because it was 
subject to English law, which allows the donee of a power of 
appointment to exercise it without regard to the law of his 
domicil. The Court of Appeal held that under English law, as 
wel] as under Dutch law, the fund was part of the testatrix’s 
estate for all purposes, and that it was consequently subject to 
Dutch law, so that the mother took one-eighth. It is respect- 
fully submitted that this involves a confusion of three distinct 
and independent rules of English law. 


Rutz A is that where a testator has a general power of appoint- 
ment over property governed by the law of England, the 
exercise of it makes the property part of his estate for purposes 
of administration. It is therefore assets for payment of his 
debts. In the case of personal property, his executor, not the 
appointee, is the person to receive and administer it, and 
according to [te Hadley (1909, 1 Ch. 20), it passes to the 
executor “as such” within the meaning of section 9 of the 
Finance Act, 1894. 

Rue B is that where a testator, in exercising a power of 
appointment, shews an intention to take the property out of 
the instrument creating the power for all purposes, and not 
merely for the purpose of giving effect to the particular dis- 
positions which he has made by his appointment, then, if any of 
those dispositions fail, the property devolves as part of his estate, 
and does not go to the persons entitled in default of appointment. 
Coxen v. Rowland (1894, 1 Ch. 406) is commonly cited as an 
illustration of the application of this rule. 

RuLE C is that where a person domiciled abroad has a power 
of appointment over property governed by English law, he can 
exercise it so as to dispose of the property in any way allowed 
by English law, although by the law of his domicil his disposi- 
tions would be wholly or partially ineffectual. This rule is 
established by Re Hernando (27 Ch. D. 284); Pouey v. Hordern 
(1900, 1 Ch. 492); Re Mégret (1901, 1 Ch. 547); and Re Muc- 
kenzie (1911, 1 Ch. 578) ; and it is in accordance with the familiar 
distinction between power and property. He Merlin (1898, W. N. 
56) appears to have been decided on this principle, but it is 
too shortly reported to be of much value. Re Bald (76 L. T. 462) 
illustrates the same principle ; there the property was governed 
by foreign law, and the testator’s domicil was English. So a 
will made in accordance with the terms of a power is entitled 
to probate, although not properly executed according to the law 
of the testator’s domicil (Farwell on Powers, 2nd ed., p. 133). 


It is obvious that there are essential differences in principle 
between these three rules. Rule A applies independently of any 
question of intention on the part of the testator, and in many cases 
its operation is contrary to his intention. Rules B and C, on the 
other hand, are applied in order to carry out the testator’s 
intention, and only take effect for that purpose. There is also a 
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difference between Rules B and C. Rule B only applies where 
the testator’s primary appointment fails, and an alternative or 
substitutional appointment is presumed. Rule C only applies 
where there is a conflict of laws. 

The distinction between Rules A and C is shewn by the case of 
Re Mégret (1901, 1 Ch, 547), decided by the present Master of 
the Rolls, then Cozens-Harpy, J. A testatrix had a general 

wer of appointment over a fund subject to English law ; she 

uired a French domicil and made a will by which she 
appointed the fund in a way not permitted by the law of France. 
Under Rule A it clearly passed to her executor for the purpose 
of administration and was therefore liable to her debts, but 
Cozens-HARDY, J., held that it was not subject to French law. In 
other words, he held—and (if one may say so with respect) rightly 
held—that the case was governed by Rule C, although it was 
also governed by Rule A. The appointment, therefore, took 
effect, although it was invalid according to French law. No 
question arose as to Rule B. 

The three rules being clear and distinct, what advantage is 
gained by mixing them up, and treating them as if they rested on 
the same principle, as the Court of Appeal did in Re Pryce? There 
was no question in that case who was the proper person to 
receive the fund or whether it was liable to the testatrix’s debts ; 
so that no question arose as to the application of Rule A. Nor 
did the appointment wholly or partially fail, by reason of lapse, 
remoteness, or the like, so that no question arose as to the applica- 
tion of Rule B. But there was a question whether the law of 
the domicil or the lex loci rei sitae applied, and this question 
ought, it is submitted, to have been decided in accordance 
with Rule C, quite independently of Rules A and B, which 
have nothing to do with it. 

The Master of the Rolls seems to have thought that the case 
turned on the question whether the testatrix had indicated an 
intention to make the settled fund her own for all purposes. He 
ssid: “It is a question of construction whether in any particu- 
lar case the appointor has, in effect, made the property his own. 
In the present case I think the lady has exercised the power in 
such a manner as to make the property her assets for all purposes. 





" If so, it seems to me to follow that her power of disposition over 


the property is neither greater nor less than over that which was 
strictly her own property.” But this is giving the expression 
“for all purposes ” a meaning which it has not hitherto borne. In 
every previous case in which a testator had a power of appoint- 
ment over a fund, and the court held that he had made it is own 
“for all purposes,” the appointment failed to take effect by 
reason of lapse or the like, and the result was that the fund went 
to the testator’s next-of-kin and not to the persons entitled in 
default of appointment. The phrase “for all purposes ” simply 
means—to paraphrase the language of JESSEL, M.R. (in Le 
Pindde’s Settlement, 12 Ch. D. at p. 674)—that the testator has 
made the fund his so far as he can make it his for the purpose of 
distribution after his death; that is, he can make it his property 
in the sense that it shall devolve in the same way as property 
belonging to him absolutely. In such a case no question as to 
the application of Rule C can arise, because if the donee of the 
wer is domiciled abroad his next-of-kin are ascertained by the 
aw of his domicil, and there cannot therefore be a conflict of laws. 
It follows that none of these cases afford any authority for the 
decision in Re Pryce, where there was a conflict of laws. 
_ Moreover, the doctrine laid down by the Master of the Rolls 
in Re Pryce attributes to the testatrix in that case a somewhat 
absurd frame of mind. She said that she wished to leave to her 
husband everything which the law allowed her to leave to him, 
and yet the court attributed to her an intention which partially 
defeated this wish. According to the Master of the Rolls, the 
perty was not hers for all purposes, so as to be subject to Dutch 
‘aw, unless she intended to make it sc: what reason was there for 
implying such an intention, which was obviously inconsistent 
with, and partially defeated, her expressed intention ? The Master 
of the Rolls, in effect, construed the will as if the testatrix: had 
used some such language as this: “I have a general power of 
’ppointment over a fund, which I wish to exercise in such a 
Way as to give it all to my husband ; I know that I can do so 
unless I treat the fund as part of my estate for all purposes ; I 


hereby declare that I make the fund part of my estate for all 
purposes, although I know that the effect will be to give my 
husband only seven-eighths of the fund instead of giving him 
the whole.” : 

BucKLEY, L..J., on the other hand, by his judgment in Re Pryce, 
has attempted to give to the operation of Rule A an extension 
which is inconsistent with all our accepted beliefs as to the scope 
of tlfat rule. He seems to have thought that Rule A is not con- 
fined to questions of administration, but has such an operation as 
to destroy the difference between property appointed under a 
general power of appointment and property belonging to the 
testator absolutely. On this assumption Rule B has no raison @étre, 
for if, as BUCKLEY, L.J., maintains, property appointed under a 
general power becomes part of the testator’s estate for all purposes, 
without exception, by a rule of law, independently of the 
testator’s intention, then it follows that Rule B is superfluous 
and unintelligible. It is well settled that Rule B only applies 
if the court finds an intention “ that the property shall be treated 
as if it belonged to the testator himself” (per STIRLING, 
J.,in Coxen v. Rowland, 1894, 1 Ch. at p. 410), but there would 
be no necessity to look for such an intention if the result were 
the same whether the testator wishes it or not, as BUCKLEY, 
L.J., seems to suppose. If the principle laid down by BucKLry, 
L.J., were accurate, property appointed under a general power 
could in no case go as in default of appointment. Yet we know 
that it does so pass in all cases where the appointment fails, 
unless the testator shews an intention to the contrary. The 
learned Lord Justice himself distinguished Re Mégret from 
Re Pryce on the ground that in the latter all the property of 
which the testatrix had power to dispose was dealt with in one 
mass. But this would be immaterial if the general principle laid 
down by the Lord Justice were accurate, and it necessarily follows 
that Ze Mégret was wrongly decided if Lord Justice BUCKLEY’s 
theory is right. That theory, however, involves a confusion 
between two distinct and independent rules, and is erroneous. 
It is submitted, with all due respect, that the learned judge 
who decided /’e Mégret was correct both in his reasoning and in 
his conclusions. 

The true principle is that Rules A, B and C are independent 
of one another, and that a specified case may be governed by one of 
them, or by two of them, according to circumstances. /te Mégret was 
governed by Rules A and C, as already mentioned. Cozen v. 
Rowland was governed by Rules A and B, and if in Le Pryce 
the testatrix’s husband had predeceased her, that case also 
would have been governed by Rules A and B; that is to say, 
the fund, after payment, if necessary, of the testatrix’s debts, 
would have gone to her next-of-kin, who would have been ascer- 
tained according to the law of ber domicil ; no conflict of laws 
would have arisen, and it would have been unnecessary to 
apply Rule C. In point of facet, the husband survived her ; 
consequently Rule B had no application, and a conflict of laws 
arose as to the testatrix’s power of disposition; the case was 
therefore governed by Rules A and C. . 

Itis submitted that the decision of PARKER, J., is correct. 
CHARLES SWEET. 








Champertous Bargains. 


PROBABLY very few laymen are aware of the fact, so constantly 
present to the mind of the solicitor, that our system of law for- 
bids an attorney to enter upon litigation for his principal on the 
terms that, if the action is carried to a successful issue, he is to 
receive a share of its fruits in lieu of, or in addition to, his 
costs. Yet what appears to the unsophisticated mind a simple 
and innocuous commercial arrangement, which is calculated to 
promote zeal and efficiency in the law-agent, is condemned and 
penalized most stringently by the law of England. Even at Common 
Law “a champertous bargain” was forbidden (Co. Lit. 368, b). 
Indeed, Coxe describes it as the “ worst of all maintenances.” 
He defines it thus: ‘To maintain to have part of the land, or 
anything out of the land, or part of a debt, or other thing in 
plea or suit” is champerty. And he says that is an offence 
actionable at Common Law, and under the statute Articuli super 





Chartas (Co. Inst. Part 2, pp. 208 and 563). A series of statutes, 
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however, were passed at an early date in affirmance of the 
Common Law; the last of these is 32 Hen. 8, ¢. 9, which forbids 
the buying or selling of “ pretended rights or titles” ; it has 
been partly repealed by the Real Property Amendment Act, 
1845. Even yet, however, there are a number of cases in which 
the court will set aside, as between one layman and another, 
contracts which come within the letter or spirit of Coke’s defini- 
tion. We propose to summarize these cases briefly, and then to 
discuss the special rules which apply in the case of solicitors who 
enter into arrangements with their clients which the courts 
have disapproved because of some taint of “ champerty.” 

There are, in reality, four rather different kinds of transactions 
to which this name has been given. There is the sale of a 
“right of entry” to land when the purchaser knows that the 
vendor’s title is bad. Formerly, indeed, all sales of reversions, 
otherwise than by release to the person in possession, were bad 
in law ; but the Real Property Amendment Act, 1845, put an 
end to the last traces of that doctrine except in the case of a 
fictitious right : Kennedy v. Lyell (1885, 25 Q. B. D. 491), and 
Jenkins v. Jones (1882, 9 Q.iB. D. 128). 

The second class of prohibited transactions arises when a 
litigant has sold, mortgaged, or even converted into a joint stock 
company, such property as he possesses in order that he may 
carry on litigation, and in such a way that the purchaser, 
mortgagee, or shareholder obtains some bonus or selantion of 
price in the event of that litigation proving successful. Where 
there is no common interest between vendor and purchaser, or 
mortgagor and mortgagee, the court will set aside this sort of 
bargain, even if it merely “savours” of champerty : Lees v. De 
Bernardy (1896, 2 Ch. 437). Our readers will remember the 
dramatic ending which came to the Druce litigation some years 
ago, when Mr. Justice SwinreN Eapy held to be illegal a 
company formed to acquire the supposed claims of certain 
members of the Druce family to the estates of the Duke of 
Portland. 

Again, quite apart from any security on property, the court 
avoids any bargain to lend money at interest to a litigant for 


the purposes of the suit, provided always that the lender is 
aware of the objects on which his loan will be employed. 
Such contracts are equally illegal whether the action has been 
begun, or is agreed by the contract to be commenced, or is merely 
contemplated as a contingency by the parties: Sprye v. Porter (1856, 


7 El. & Bl. 58). On the other hand, curiously enough, an agree- 
ment to communicate information for reward in order that a 
person may take proceedings is perfectly legal, even when the 
remuneration is to take the form of a share in the property (Rees 
v. De Bernardy, supra). 

The last and, perhaps, the commonest of the four classes of 
tainted bargains is the purchase of property pendente lite. This, 
of course, is not in itself illegal. But it becomes so if the 
bargain is substantially an assignment of the fruits of action. A 
defendant, sued for the recovery from him of Blackacre, which 
he holds in possession, may assign his estate freely ; but the 
plaintiff who commenced the action to recover Blackacre could 
not transfer his title during the suit: Dickinson v. Burrell (1866, 
L. R. 1 Eq. 337). So far is this doctrine carried that the 
purchase of an estate was held unenforceable in equity when the 
purchaser made it in order to get in the legal estate, and thereby 
defeat an equity which was in litigation: De Hoghton v. Money, 
(1866, L. R. 2 Ch. App. 164). 

There is nothing peculiar in the application of these rules to the 
cases of solicitors, except in one respect. A solicitor, of course, 
is not guilty of maintenance in assisting his client to initiate 
proceedings, and therefore a bargain to do so for reward is 
quite legal in his case. It only becomes illegal when in 
some way, direct or indirect, the solicitor is to benefit from the 
fruits of litigation, if successful, in a way in which he would not 
benefit, if unsuccessful. The law does not condemn the bringing 
of speculative actions by a solicitor on the principle of “ no cure, 
no pay.” On the contrary, in the case of Sadd v. London Road 
Car Co. (Times, March 24th, 1900) the late Lord RussELL or 
KILLOWEN, in his place as Lord Chief Justice, used the following 
pnguage about such actions : “ It is perfectly consistent with the 
highest honour to take up a speculative action in this sense— 


| viz., that if a solicitor heard of an injury to a client, and honestly 
took pains to inform himself whether there was a bon@ fide cause 
| of action, it was consistent with the honour of the profession that 
the solicitor should take up the action.” These words were 
approved in the Court of Appeal in Rich v. Cooke (110 L. T, 
94). But a bargain, that the solicitor is to have a com. 
mission on the sum obtained if he succeeds and nothing if 
he fails, has been held by the late Sir GEORGE JESSEL to be 
| champertous : Jn re the Attorneys and Solicitors Act, 1870 (1857, 
1 Ch. 573). Such a case is fairly clear, but there are others 
which are not so obviously within the mischief of the statute, 
Thus, in James v. Kerr (40 Ch. D. 449), it was held to be 
champertous where a client mortgaged some property (not the 
subject-mattor of lit‘gation) to his solicitor by way of security 
for his costs, with a proviso that the interest was to be enhanced in 
the event of success. And in Simpson v. Lamb (26 L. J. Q. B. 
121), where a solicitor purchased the subject-matter of the suit 
after verdict, but before judgment, the transaction was held to 
| be champerty. But it is not illegal to purchase the property 
| pending an appeal: Davies v. Freethy (1890, 24 Q. B. D. 519). 
| And, in a case which we reported in our last issue, the Divisional 
Court held that it was champertous of a solicitor to hold shares 








| in a debt-collecting society with the intention that it should 


_employ him professionally. 








Reviews. 
Death Duties. 


Tue Acts RELATING TO Estate, INCREMENT VALUE (ON DEATH), 
LEGACY, SUCCESSION, AND ProBaTE Duties. By (the late) ALFRED 
Hanson, Barrister-at-Law, Comptroller of Legacy and Succession 
Duties. Stxta Eprtion. By Francis H. L. Errineton, M.A, 
sarrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 

It is trite to say that the merits of a law book are best tested by 
use in practice ; but a work of the description of that before us can 
really only be satisfactorily judged in this way. It is hopeless for 
the critic to wade through the almost innumerable commentaries it 
contains on the complicated provisions of the Acts relating to death 
duties ; all that can be done is to ascertain by actual experience 
whether it gives the practitioner the assistance he needs in consider- 
ing a problem arising on the Acts. What he requires is to have 
before him in extenso the statutory provisions relative to the point 
he is investigating, and then to have ready to hand a short com- 
mentary on those provisions, giving tersely and clearly the effect 
of the decisions, if any, with cross references and references to other 
statutes which may be useful. He objects to have to hunt for 
this commentary through along continuous note on the section 
containing the words ; he must have the sections chopped up, and a 
note on each separate part. 

We may say that our use of this edition has satisfied us that Mr. 
Errington has correctly appreciated the wants of the practitioner, 
and has supplied them with great assiduity. We have the sections 
of the different Acts set out in full, with numerals attached to each 
set of words referring to notes—such notes sometimes extending in 
number to over fifty. They are, however, easily reached, and we are 
glad to observe that the editor has not interrupted the notes by 
inserting in them the provisions of amending Acts, such Acts being 
referred to in the notes, but printed separately. In the notes the 
decisions are carefully collected and stated. 

The work is prefaced by introductory chapters on Estate Duty, 
Increment Value Duty, Legacy Duty, and Succession Duty, containin 
excellent general explanations of the nature and scope of the severa 
duties. The chapters relating to Legacy and Succession Duty are 
followed by tables of the principal statutes affecting these duties, 
with a short reference to the subject matter of each. Then follows 
a statement, by reference to letters and numbers, of the forms in 
use for the payment of death duties. An interesting feature of the 
book is the summary in Appendix II. of Colonial Death Duties. It 
appears from it that property owners in the South African States 
are subject to succession duty or estate duty, but that these are in 4 
state of transition. . 

We think that Mr. Errington may be congratulated on having 
effectually revivified “ Hanson,” which in years gone by used to 
the standard authority on death duties. 


Book of the Week. 


Bar Examination.—Shearwoods’ Bar Examination Questions 
with “Answers, Michaelmas Term, 1911. Sweet & Maxwell 
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Correspondence. 


Adjustment between Capital and Income. 
To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Repo rter. 


Sir,—If any of your readers has ever taken the opinion of the 
court on a question analogous to the following, I should be much 
obliged if he would give me, through your columns, a statement of 
the result. 

A testator leaves his personal estate upon trust that the trustees 
shall carry on his business of a jobmaster, with liberty to employ his 
property, &c., and to pay the income of his personal estate (including 
the net profits from the business) to his wife for life. 

The stock-in-trade of horses, carriages, &c., was valued at an aggre- 
gate of, say, £1,000, and every year a proper deduction was, under the 
advice of an accountant, made for depreciation (the value of each 
horse and carriage being separately entered in balance sheet), before 
ascertainment of net profits, which were paid to the widow. 

After the business had been carried on for several years, a number 
of carriages and two horses were destroyed by fire, and the amount 
received from the insurance company was higher than the amount 
at which the items destroyed were originally valued, and a fortiori 
higher than their depreciated value in the last balance sheet. The 
money received was invested in purchasing other horses and car- 
riages. 4 « ami 207) 2, weed 

After several more years, the business was sold, some of the horses 
and carriages realizing more, and some less, than the amounts at 
which they stood in the last balance sheet, but the total realized was, 
say, £1,150, or £150 more than the original valuation. 

The question is, What, if any, adjustment there should be between 
capital and income? This may involve the further question 
whether it was the duty of the trustees to have fixed at the outset 
asum for goodwill and retained that in the balance sheets. No 
specific sum was paid for goodwill when the business was sold, the 
stock being taken by valuation by the incoming tenant of the pre- 
mises previously occupied by the trustees. REVERSIONER. 

Nov. 28. 
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ECCLES & CO. v. LOUISVILLE AND NASHVILLE RAILROAD CO. 
No. 1. 15th, 16th, and 17th Nov. 


PRACTICE—WITNESS—OBLIGATION TO 


TrrpunaLts Evipence Act, 1856 (19 & 20 Vicr. c. 42), s. 5. 
In an action pending in America, an order was obtained, under the 


Foreign Tribunals Evidence Act, 1856, that a witness should produce 


certain documents and answer certain questions before a commis- 
sioner in England. The witness was head of the department of a 


firm, and, while he admitted he had physical possession of the docu- 
| 


ments, he declined to produce them on the ground that they were 
not his property, or to answer the questions, on the ground that they 
were irrelevant. 

Held, that a servant who had merely the possession of documents 
belonging to his firm could not be ordered to produce the documents 
without the express authority of the firm whose property the docu- 
ments were. 

Decision of Divisional Court (28 T. L. R., 36) reversed. 

Appeal by Coleman Nickels from a decision of a Divisional Court 
(reported 28 T. L. R., 36). 
partment in the firm of Nickels, Gordon, Ross, and Co., of Liver- 
pool. The plaintiffs are cotton brokers of Liverpool, and the action 
pending in the United States arose out of what were known as the 
American cotton frauds, alleged to have been committed by the firm 
of Knight, Yancey, and Co. The latter firm shipped cotton to Eng- 


land by a Spanish line, of which Nickels, Gordon, Ross, and Co. | 
lading signed by Knight, | 


were agents at Liverpool, and bills of 
Yancey, and Co., or by the defendant railroad company, in the ordi- 
nary course of business reached Nickels, Gordon, Ross, and Co. 
These bills, it was alleged, were forged. In the American 
action a request was made to the courts here, under 
the Foreign Tribunals Evidence Act, 1856, asking that a 
subpena should issue for the attendance of Mr. Nickels 
to give evidence before the Commissioner, and to _ produce 
certain documents. The Master made the order. An _ applica- 
tion was then made by the present appellant to Lush, J., 
bers, to discharge the Master’s order, but that he refused to do. 
The witness attended, and was examined, but he declined to produce 


Propvce Documents—Docv- | 
MENTS IN CusTopy or WITNESS, BUT NoT His PROPERTY—FOREIGN | 


The appellant is the manager of a de- | 


at Cham.- | 


The learned judge refused to make an order, upon the ground that 
the witness was a servant only, and that the legal possession of the 
documents in question was in the firm by which he was employed. 
The Divisional Court ordered the writ of attachment to issue, on 
the ground that, although the witness was a servant only, yet, as 
he had the physical possession of the documents, he was bound to 
produce them, unless he could shew some good cause for not doing so. 
‘Fhe witness appealed, asking that the order of Lush, J., should be 
restored. 

VaucHan Wittiams, L.J., was of opinion that the decision of 
Lush, J., was right. An agent or servant of a company could not 
be compelled to produce under a subpeena documents belonging to- his 
firm, unless he had the firm’s authority to do so, merely because 
the documents were in his physical possession as servant of that 
firm. Although the practice as to the production of documents under 
the Act of 1856 was analogous to that of discovery of documents in 
any cause or matter in the “‘ possession, custody, or control’ of the 
person ordered to produce them, the mere fact of possession by a 
servant, the legal possession being in his firm, did not give the right 
to have the documents produced. 

Bucktey, L.J., concurred. 

Kennepy, L.J., differed. It seemed to him impossible for the 
appellant to say, as he did, that he had no possession, custody, or 
| control of these documents. He had explained how the documents 
| had come into his “ custody,’’ as he termed it. His answers shewed 
he had the power to produce these documents. He was a servant, 
but the degree of control exercised over him as such might be, in 
a mercantile office, very large or very small. There was no evidence 
that he was forbidden by his masters to produce these documents. 
| He agreed with the judgment of the Divisional Court. Appeal 
| allowed, order for writ of attachment discharged.—Counsez, Holman 
| Gregory, K.C., and Dunlop, for the appellant ; Greer, K.C., and Henn 
| Collins, for the respondents. Soticrrors, Stanton & Hudson, for //. 
| Forshaw & Hawkins, Liverpool; Pritchard, Englefield, & Co., for 
| Simpson, North, Harley, & Co., Liverpool. 

[Reported by Erskine Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 








HEBERT v. ROYAL SOCIETY OF MEDICINE AND OTHERS, 
No. 1. 17th and 18th Nov. 


| Cost or SHorTHAND Note—Nore TAKEN BY AGREEMENT OF PARTIKs, 
| anp Notice to raat Errect Given to JupcE at THE TRIaL—Nores 

Usep oN ApPEAL—APPLICATION BY SuccessFuL PaRrty—Rvte oN 

WHICH SUCH APPLICATION WILL BE ALLOWED. 

Where the parties agree at the trial that a shorthand note shall be 
taken, and thereupon intimate that agreement to the — sy - judge, 
so that he is thereby relieved from taking a note, as the shorthand 
note, by consent, is to be the record of what took place for the guid- 
| ance of the Court of Appeal, the cost of such note to the successful 
party will be allowed on taxation. 
Appeal from a judgment of Darling, J., sitting without a jury, in 
| favour of the defendants. The plaintiff, Dr. Hebert, in the action 
| claimed a declaration that he was, for certain reasons stated, entitled 
| to be, and, in fact, was, a member and fellow of the Royal Society 
of Medicine, and also he claimed damages at the trial against the 
| defendants, under the following circumstances :—He was the author 
of a book published by Messr&. Samuels and Taylor, and they ad- 
vertised that the author was Dr. Hebert, ‘‘a member of the Royal 
| Society of Medicine.’’ That advertisement appeared in the British 
| Medical Journal. The Secretary of the Royal Society of Medicine 
wrote to the publishers that there was no fellow of that name on 
the rolls of the Royal Society, and requested an assurance that the 
author’s description as a fellow of the society should be withdrawn 
| from any future announcements of the book. The plaintiff contended 
| that, being a fellow for the reasons he alleged in the first part of 
his statement of claim, this letter constituted a libel on him. At 
the trial, the counsel who then led for the plaintiff (Mr. Atkin, K.C.) 

was asked by the judge whether, if he ruled that the postcard 
| alleged to have been sent by the plaintiff requesting that his name 
should be added to the list of members and fellows, had not been 

received by the Society, he (counsel) could carry his client’s case 
further. Counsel admitted he could not. The learned judge there- 
| upon said he was not satisfied on the evidence that the plaintiff had 
ever communicated to the defendant society, by postcard or other- 
wise, his desire to become a member and fellow, and he should enter 
| judgment for the defendants, with costs. The second part of the 
| claim—the alleged libel—was not specifically dealt with. The plain- 
| tiff appealed. During argument on the first part of the claim, re- 
| ference was made to the shorthand notes which referred to the ad- 
| mission, and the Court decided that the appeal must be dismissed 
on the same ground as it was dismissed by the learned judge. 
Counsel for the defendants asked for the cost of their share of the 
shorthand notes, on the ground that they had been of material assist- 





ance to the Court. ‘ 
VaucHAN Wuuiams, L.J.—No, that is not enough to entitle you to 


the costs of the shorthand notes. It is now the invariable rule and 
practice of this court to allow the cost of shorthand notes only where 


the bills of lading and correspondence, and to answer certain es- : 
ills of lading anc po , = ‘the note was taken with the consent of both parties, and a statement 


tions as to who, in fact, had charge of the correspondence. The | 
plaintiffs applied to Lush, J., again, for leave to issue a writ of | 


attachment against the witness for refusing to obey his subpena. | thereafter relieved from taking a 


that a note is being taken is sent to the judge at the time, who is 
note of the proceedings: as by 


EERE BREE Ri 
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the arrangement come to by the parties the shorthand notes, by | binding on the reinsurer, then the risk undertaken by the reinsurer 


agreement, are to be the record in case of appeal for the guidance 
of the Court of Appeal as to what took place at the trial. 

Counsel stated he was instructed that all 
this case. 


Vavenan Witu1aMs, L.J.—Then, in this case, we think the costs | 
The appeal on both issues | 


of the shorthand note should be allowed. 
is dismissed with costs.—Counset, Spencer-Bower, K.C., and Harry 
Dobb, for the appellant ; Duke, K.C., and Colam, for the respondent 
Society. Soricrrons, Sparks & Russell; Lithgow & Pepper. 

{Reported by Ensxine Rem, Barrister-at-Law.) 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re CHARLESWORTH. TEW v. BRIGGS. Joyce, J. 
16th and 2ist Nov. 

Revenue—Estate Dury—Incrpence—Settrtep Funp—Finance Act, 
1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 30), s. 8, SUB-SECTION Iv., 8. 14, SUB-SECTION I. 
OC. executed a settlement in favour of himself for life, and upon his 

death for his widow for life, and upon her death, as to £10,000, part of 
the fund, as she should by will appoint, and as to the residue, to follow 
the trusts of the settlor’s will. In 1908 C. died, and estate 
duty became payable in respect of the settled fund. In 1910 the widow 
died, having exercised her power of appointment. 

Held, that the duty payable in respect of C.’s death must be appor- 
tioned between the persons entitled to the £10,000 and those entitled to 
the residue of the settled fund. 

Berry v. Gaukroger (47 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 490; 1903, 2 Ch. 116) 
followed. 

This was a summons taken out to determine a question of the incidence 
of estate duty. By a Deed Poll dated the 29th of September, 1861, Mr. 
Charlesworth declared that certain trust funds should stand upon trust 
for himself for life, and after his death for his wife for her life, and 
after her death, as to one half the settled fund, £10,000, as she should 
by will or codicil appoint, and as to the other half, to stand upon trust 
for the settlor as part of his residuary estate. The settlor died in 
February, 1908, so that estate duty became payable in respect of the 
settled fund. The wife executed her power of appointment over the 
£10,000, and died in 1910. The question then arose as to whether a 
proportion of the estate duty paid upon the settlor’s death should fall 
on the £10,000 which passed to the widow’s appointee. On behalf of 
those entitled to the residue of the settlor’s estate it was contended 
that each part of the fund must bear a proportionate part of the duty : 





Berry v. Gaukroger (1903, 2 Ch. 116; 4/ Soticrrors’ JournaL, 490). | 


For the appointee of the widow it was argued that upon the 
settlor’s death the estate duty was payable out of the whole 
settled fund; that the widows power was to appoint a sum 
of £10,000, so that she was entitled to 


the decision in Berry v. Gaukroger (supra) was inapplicable in this 
case, being based on section 8, sub-section 4 of the Finance Act, 1894. 


Here the appointee of the widow did not become entitled to any bene- | 


ficial interest in possession on the death of the settlor, when the estate 


duty became payable, but not till a later event—viz., the death of the 


widow. 

Joyce, J., stated the facts, and continued : On the document there 
is no word which I can find that has reference to estate or other duty. 
There is no such reference with regard to the sum of £10,000, or any 
words shewing that it was to be a ‘‘clear’’ sum, and I do not follow 
the argument that it was to be paid free from all deductions. The 
question now arises as to how the estate duty, payable on the settlor’s 
death, is to be borne. I cannot see why this duty should be borne 
by one part of the fund in a way different from the other part. In 
my opinion, the principle of Berry v. Gaukroger (supra) applies here, 
and when you come to compare the two cases there is no substantial 
difference between them. I think the judgment of Cozens-Hardy, L.J., 
is conclusive as to this case. If it is said that the £10,000 is a charge, 
and is to be paid first out of the settled fund, then section 14, sub- 
section 1 of the Finance Act, 1894, applies. I do not think it could 
plausibly be argued that if Mrs. Charlesworth died before Mr. Charles- 
worth, and there had been no life estate intervening, the duty 
could have failed to have been apportioned between the two shares of 
the fund. 
difference. The duty must be apportioned between the persons who 
take the two shares of the settled fund.—Counsen, 7'yldesley Jones, for 
the summons; 7. J. €. Tomlin, for those entitled to the settlor’s 
residuary estate; Austin Cartmell, for the appointee of the widow. 
Sorscrrons, Emmet d: Co. ; Pemberton, Cope, Gray, & Co. 

(Reported by R. 0. Canerneron, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LAW GUARANTEE TRUST AND ACCIDENT SOCIETY (LIM.) ». 
MUNICH RE-INSURANCE CO. Warrington, J. 9th Nov. 


REINSURANCE—ALTERATION oF Risk—LiquipaTIon or Company WHICH 
18 THE OriGinaL INsuRER—LiaBILITY or REINSURER. 


When a reinsurer is bound by a contract of reinsurance, so that 


his liability commences simultancously with that of the insurer, and | 


follows it in pony case, and all settlements of claims made by the 
insurer, whether by payment or otherwise, are to be unconditionally 





| 


that had been done in | 


is that which is undertaken by the original insurer, and the liquida- 
tion of the company which is the original insurer is not an alteration 
of the risk undertaken, and does not absolve the reinsurer from lia- 


| bility under the contract of reinsurance. 





| 


| 
| 
| 


| tributed. 


| tiffs. 
| risk tendered. 


The plaintiffs were engaged, as to part of their business, in 
guaranteeing mortgages and debentures. In the course of this busi 
ness they entered into three contracts of reinsurance with the de 
fendants, of which the latest was dated the 22nd of July, 1903. 
Under these contracts the defendants agreed to reinsure a certain 
proportion of the risks which the Law Guarantee Society might de 
sire to reinsure, arising out of, among other matters, debenture 
guarantees given by the Law Guarantee Society. The liability of 
the defendants was to commence simultaneously with that of the 
plaintiffs, and to follow it in every case, and all settlements of 
claims, in which the defendants might be interested, made by the 
plaintiffs, whether by payment or otherwise, were to be uncondi- 
tionally binding on the defendants. In 1904 the plaintiffs became 
guarantors of an issue of debentures to the nominal amount of 
£32,000, made by a company named Remer and Company (Limited). 
The debentures were repayable on the 30th of September, 1918, and 
there was a provision that the principal was to become due on a 
winding-up of the company. The interest was payable half-yearly. 
The plaintiffs were secured by a trust deed, of which they were 
trustees, and under which the realization of the security was in 
their absolute discretion. The deed contained a special provision 
that the discretion was to be exercised not only for the benefit of 
the debenture holders, but also for the benefit of the trustees them- 
selves as guarantors of the debentures. The guarantee was endorsed 
on the debentures, and by it the plaintiffs became liable to pay in 
terest if Remer and Company made default for more than thirty 
days, and to pay the principal if they made default on the 30th of 
September, 1918, or on the day after the security for the debenture 
holders should have been enforced, and completely realized and dis- 
This risk the plaintiffs reinsured with the defendants 
under their contract to the extent of two-thirteenths. On the 13th 
of December, 1909, an extraordinary resolution was passed for the 
winding-up of the Law Guarantee Society, and on the 14th of Decem- 
ber an order was made for the continuance of the winding-up under 
the supervision of the court. On the 25th of July, 1910, a scheme 
of arrangement between the Law Guarantee and certain classes of 
their creditors was sanctioned. Under this scheme the interest 
secured by debentures was to be payable at the rate of 3 per cent. 
only till a fixed time, provision was made for the realization of 
securities under the direction of the court, and debenture holders 
were placed on the same footing as if they were secured creditors 
of the Law Guarantee Society, with the rights of such creditors 
under the Bankruptcy Acts. On the 3lst of January, 1911, the 
plaintiffs, under the power given them by the trust deed, appointed 


Q | a receiver of Remer and Company, and on the Ist of April, 1911, 
raise the duty out of | 
the residue of the fund, and appoint a clear sum of £10,000. Further, | 


an order was made for the compulsory winding-up of Remer and 
Company. The defendants contended that their liabilities for the 
risks reinsured by them in respect of Remer and Company expired 
when the Law Guarantee Society went into liquidation, or that, if 
the Law Guarantee Society remained liable under the scheme of 
arrangement the character of the risk was so altered by the liquida- 
tion of the company that they were entitled to be released from the 
risks. 


Warrqncton, J., in the course of his judgment, said it was im 


| portant that the defendants were bound to reinsure their proportioa 


of all insurances or guarantees of the kind entered into by the plain 
It was not left open to them to accept or refuse a particular 
The realisation of the property which was the sub 
ject of the security was left in the uncontrolled direction of the 
trustees, to be exercised for the benefit of the debenture holders 
and the Society as guarantors. This was material to the case. The 
defendants’ case rested on the general principle that the insurer's 
obligation was confined to the particular risk insured, and that if 
the risk in respect of which a claim was made differed from the risk 
insured he was not liable to make it good. The principle was cor 
rect. The question was whether there had been such an alteration 
in the risk as to relieve the insurer. The principle involved this— 
there must be a real alteration in the risk. If there had been only 


| such an alteration as must have been in the contemplation of the 


In my opinion, Mrs. Charlesworth’s life estate makes no | parties, it was not an alteration that would relieve them from lia 


bility. He had to determine whether there had been an alteration 
in the risk, and to do that it was necessary to ascertain what the 
risk was. The plaintiffs said it was the default of Remer and Com- 
pany. The defendants said the risk was not so simple; it was not 
merely the default, but the amount of the deficiency in the security 
to be made good. In this view, the mode and circumstances of the 
realization of the security were material. In his opinion, the risk 
was that which the plaintiffs stated it to be, and there had been 
no alteration in it which absolved the defendants from _ liability. 
But, even if the view of the defendants was correct, he did not 
think that the circumstance that the plaintiffs were now bound to 
realize under the direction of the court was such a realization as 
relieved the defendants of liability —Counse:, Buckmaster, K.C., 
Clauson, K.C., and F. Maugham; Upjohn, K.C., Cave, K.C., 
and F. G. Thomas. Sottcrrors, Torr & Co.; Paines,; Blyth, «¢ 


Huxtable. 
by-J. B. C. TREGARTHEN Barrister-at-Law.] 
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— 
NORE v. MEYER. Warrington, J. 2ist Nov. 
Dury or Trustees—Necticence—Errect or Trustee Act, 1888 (51 


anp 52 Vicr. c. 59), s. 4 (1)—Ricur ro Errecr a Loan or A FUL | @ I 
| die before becoming 


Two-THIRDS OF THE VALUE OF THE SECURITY. 

Trustees who, in advancing money on the security of property, have 
complied with the provisions of section 4 (1) of the Trustee Act, 1888 
(now section 8 (1) of the Trustee Act, 1895, 56 and 57 Vict. c. 55), are 
not chargeable with breach of trust by reason of their having 
neglected to make any inquiries as to the properties personally, 
although such inquiries might have disclosed facts which should have 
prevented them advancing the money. 

The plaintiffs in this action were beneficiaries under a trust, and the 
defendants were the trustees. The plaintiffs contended that the defen- 
dants were liable to make good a deficiency in the fund due to a 
depreciation of the security on which the money had been advanced. 
The trust fund amounted to £7,000, and the trustees had invested 
it on mortgage on the security of various freehold and _lease- 
hold properties. Some of the property consisted of cottages let on 
weekly tenancies, The defendants made no personal inquiry as to the 
properties, but relied on the report of a well-known firm of surveyors. 

he defendants’ instructions to the surveyors informed them that they 
were trustees, and asked them to survey and report on the value of 
the various properties, and to advise as to the amount of money that 
could be advanced on them. The surveyors reported that the total 


there being no children of A., to take under the provisions of the 
will, the corpus was to be conveyed and assured to her three brothers. 
as tenants in common. But in case all or any of such brothers shall 
““ entitled as aforesaid,’ then she directed that 


| the trustees should convey and assure the share of the brother so 


| dying to the daughters of such brother. 


j The three brothers all sur- 
vived the testator, but all died in the lifetime of the tenant for life. 
Held, that they had never become “entitled as aforesaid,’ and 


| that their respective daughters were accordingly entitled to have 


ed respective portions of the property conveyed and assigned to 
them. 


This was a summons to determine the construction of a clause in 
the will of Mary White, as follows :—‘‘ But in case there should not 
be any child of my said daughter who shall live to attain the said 
age of twenty-one years, then I direct that my said trustees or trustee 
for the time being of this my will shall convey and assure my said 


| dwellinghouses and premises unto my three brothers, William Beale, 


value of the properties was £10,620, and he considered it a sufficient | 


security for the advance of £7,000 by way of mortgage by trustees. 
The defendants relied on section 4 (1) of the Trustee Act, 1888, which 
says: ‘‘ No trustee lending money upon the security of any property 
shall be chargeable with breach of trust by reason only of the propor- 
tion borne by the amount of the loan to the value of such property at 
the time when the loan was made, provided that it shall appear to the 


court that in making such loan the trustee was acting upon a report as | 


to the value of the property made by a person whom the trustee 
reasonably believed to be an able practical surveyor or valuer, instructed 
and employed independently of any owner of the property, whether 
such surveyor or valuer carried on business in the locality where the 
property is situate or elsewhere, and the amount of the loan does not 
exceed two equal third parts of the value of the property as stated in 
such report, and that the loan was made under the advice of such 
surveyor or valuer expressed in such report. And this section shall 
apply to a loan upon any property of any tenure, whether agricultural 
or house or other property, on which the trustee can lawfully lend.’’ 


The trustees were authorized to lend money on the security of freeholds | 


or leaseholds. The plaintiffs contended that the defendants had com- 
mitted a breach of trust because they had made no personal inquit'y 
as to the property, because property let on weekly tenancies was not 


a proper investment, and because the valuer had not in terms advised | 


the investment. gale 
Warrineton, J., in the course of his judgment, said he considered 


that the instructions given by the defendants to the surveyor were | 


sufficient. It was for the expert to discover for himself the circum- 
stances which bore upon the value of the property which he was to 
value, 
inquiries with regard to the details of the properties, which might have 
prevented them advancing the money. It was hardly contended that, 
but for the Trustee Act, 1888, they would not have been liable. Since 
the Act, however, he thought that they were justified in assuming that 
the valuer would satisfy himself as to the property. With regard to 
the property, which consisted of houses let on weekly tenancies, it was 
contended that that was not property on which trustees could lawfully 
lend. But it was property which came within the terms of the trust 
instrument, and therefore trustees had a right to advance money on it. 
The defendants were charged with negligence, but negligence was not 
a separate breach of trust. The only breach of trust was the investing 
of money on an insufficient security. If a man advanced £1,000 on 
property which realised that amount, there could be no breach of 
trust. The only circumstance which could render it a breach of trust 
was the insufficiency of the security. Whichever way it was looked at, 
it was on the ground of the insufficiency of the security that they were 
charged with a breach of trust. It had become a practice among 
surveyors, when valuing property for trustees, under the impression 
that they were complying with the statute, to advise the advance of 
a full two-thirds of the value of the property. He thought that was 
a mistake. It was the duty of a valuer to consider not only the value 
of the property, but also how much money really ought to be advanced 
upon it, quite independent of the supposed rule with regard to two- 
thirds. It was contended in this case that the valuer had not in terms 
advised the advance of any money at all. But what else could the 
report mean but that he advised the advance of two-thirds? The valuer 
must be taken to have known that the trustees would consider that they 
could safely advance the amount mentioned by him.—Covunset, Cave, 
K.C., P. F. Wheeler, and Gilbert Stone; H. Terrell, K.C., Buckmaster, 
K.C,, and C. LZ. Chubb; Clauson, K.C., and J. D. Israel. Soraicrrors, 
4. T. Goddard ; Farrar, Porter, & Co.; Lewis & Yolesias. 
(Reported by J. B. C. TREGARTHEN, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re MARY WHITE, Deceased. WINDOR wv. JONES. 

Swinfen Eady, J. 18th Nov. 
Wiut—Construction—MEaninc or Worps, “Satz Brcome En- 
f1TLED AS AFORESAID.”’ 

The testator gave a .- interest in the income of certain real pro- 
perty to A., and after her death, in the event, which happened, of 


The trustees were charged with not having themselves made | 





| or to another set of persons. 


John Beale, and Henry Beale, to and for their own absolute use and 
benefit for ever, and as tenants in common and not as joint tenants. 
But in case all, any or either of my said brothers should depart this 
life before they or he shall become entitled as aforesaid then I direct 
that my said trustees or trustee shall convey and assure the share or 
shares of him or them so dying unto my nieces, the daughters of my 
said brothers, to hold to them my said nieces, their heirs, executors, 
administrators and assigns as tenants in common, and not as joint 
tenants.’’ The three brothers above referred to had all died after the 
death of the testator, but during the lifetime of a tenant for life 
under the will. Counsel for the brothers contended that the words 
** become entitled as aforesaid ’’ meant become contingently entitled on 
the death of the testator, subject to the life interest and other previous 
gifts. Counsel for the nieces of the testatrix contended that the words 
‘**become entitled as aforesaid ’’ meant ‘‘ become entitled to have the 
property conveyed to them as aforesaid,’’ and, as the brothers were 
never entitled to have the properties conveyed to them, the proper 
persons now to have the properties conveyed to them were the nieces, 
and incorporated in his argument the meaning of the word ‘“ entitled ”’ 
as found on page 2183 of the 6th edition of Jarman on Wills. He also 


| referred to Commissioners of Charitable Donations v. Cotter (1841, 


1 Dr. & War., 498), Re Maunder (1903, 1 Ch. 451), Re Noyce, Brown 


v. Rigg (1885, 31 Ch. D. 75), and Z'urner v. Gossett (1865, 34 Beav. 
593). 


Swinren-Eapy, J., after reciting the facts, said : The question here 
was whether certain property should be conveyed to one set of persons 
If all the three brothers had been living 
at the date of the death of the tenant for life, no question would have 
arisen; they would have been entitled. Did the brothers ‘‘ become 
entitled as aforesaid ’’ when they became entitled to an interest in 


| the property merely on the death of the testator, or when they became 


entitled to have the property conveyed to them? I hold that the 
testator meant by the words ‘‘ become entitled as aforesaid,’’ ‘‘ become 


| entitled to have the property conveyed to them as aforesaid,’ and 


accordingly that now the nieces are entitled to have the properties 
conveyed and assured to them.—Counset, Robertson-Macdonald ; 
C. G. Church, and Brian Ashby. Soricrrors, Parsons, Lee, & Co. 


(Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re W. C. RB. WATNEY, Deceased. WATNEY v. GOLD. 
Swinfen Eafly, J. 23rd Nov. 


Witt—ApDvVANcemMENT CLavsE—Fre To Arcairect—HorcnHpor. 


A fee paid to an architect by the testator to enable his son to learn 
the business of an architect is not an ‘‘ advancement’”’ for the benefit 
of the son, and need not be accounted for. 


A testator declared that all sums of morfey or property which he 
might thereafter give or covenant or agree to give to or for any child 
of his, on his or her marriage, or otherwise for his or her advancement 
or establishment in life, should, in default of any direction to the 
contrary in writing under his hand, be taken in or towards satisfaction 
of the share of such child or his or her issue in the said trust premises, 
and should be brought into hotchpot and accounted for accordingly. 
The testator paid a fee of £300 to an architect in order that his son 
might go into his office for three years and learn his business. Counsel 
for the trustees contended that this sum must be brought into account, 
because it had been paid for the advancement of the son, and came 
within the clause. The £300 had been obtained by dipping into 
the common fund, and expended for the sole advancement of the son. 
The case was not similar to that of the payment of the fee for articling 
a son to a solicitor, for many distinguished architects do not. belong to 
any of the various societies, and there was no fixed way of entering 
the profession. Counsel for the son contended that, from the point of 
view of law, the son had not been advanced at all. He might have 
gained experience, but he had not been put in a privileged position 
by reason of the money having been expended upon him. The whole 
world could still compete against him. He relied on the case of © 
Taylor v. Taylor (1875, L.R. 20, Eq. 154), where it was held that 
admission fees paid to join an inn of court were an advancement for 
the benefit of the person so giving the sum, but that a fee paid to a 
special pleader to learn the practice of the law was not such an 
advancement, as it was not an essential in the establishment of the 
child, but merely a payment for preliminary education. .He also 
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quoted the case of Boyd v. Boyd (1867, L.R. 4, Eq. 305), and shewed 
how the present case was distinguished from it on similar grounds. 

Swivren Eapy, J., after stating the facts, said: In this case the 
son was merely placed by his father with an architect for three years 
in order that he might be educated in the business of an architect. 
£100 was paid in each year for such education. In Taylor v. Taylor 
(ubi supra) Sir George Jessel refused to order a fee paid by a parent 
to a special pleader to be brought into account as against the share of 
the child for whose benefit it was paid, and I am of opinion that this 
case cannot be distinguished on the ground of there being no fixed 
method of entering the profession of an architect. I accordingly 
determine that the son is not under any liability to bring this sum into 
account.—CounseL, Sheldon; Maugham. Soticrrors, Kearsey, Hawes, 
& Wilkinson, 

[Reported by L. M, MAY, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re W. J. HOYLES, Deceased, and Re ELIZABETH H. HOYLES, 
Deceased. ROW v. JAGG AND OTHERS. Swinfen Eady, J. 
3rd Nov. 

Trustere—Liuapitiry—Dvat Position or TENANT ror Lire AND TRUSTEE 
UNAUTHORIZED INVESTMENT—RESTORATION OF CAPITAL WITH 
InreREST—CapiTaAL AND InNcome—Citaim TO Excess oF INTEREST 

Beyonp THE AMOUNT OBTAINABLE FROM AUTHORIZED INVESTMENTS. * 


A tenant for life is not liable to make good to the capital fund any 
excess of interest which he obtains from unauthorized investments pro- 
vided the capital fund is not diminished by reason of such invesments, 
and this principle holds good even though the tenant for life may 
happen to be also a trustee. 

This was a summons to determine whether, according to the true 
construction of the will of the testator, the tenant for life was entitled 
during her life to the enjoyment in specie of the whole of the testator’s 
estate after payment of his funeral and testamentary expenses and 
debts, or how otherwise, and whether the estate of the tenant for life 
was liable to repay to the testator’s estate such sums, if any, as might 
be found upon inquiry to have been received by her in respect of 
income over and above the income which she would have received if 
the testator’s estate had been realized and invested according to his 
will, The testator’s estate was at his death largely invested on 
mortgage of Canadian lands. Counsel for the remaindermen argued 
that in this case the tenant for life, being also in the events which had 
happened the sole trustee under the will of the testator, had acted in 
breach of a general principle of law in that as such trustee she had 
made a profit out of the trust, and that she was accordingly liable to 
recoup the estate of the testator to the extent of that profit. Counsel 
for the tenant for life relied on Stroud v. Gwyer (1860, 28 Beav. 130) 
and Slade v. Chaine (1908, 1 Ch. 523) as authorities for his contention 
that the tenant for life was entitled to the full income on all the 
investments made by her, and that even if the fact of her being also 
sole trustee was material, the only person who could make any claim 
against the trustee was the tenant for life, and in this case they 
were one and the same person. 

Swinren Eapy, J., said : In this case a question arises as to whether 
a trustee who was also tenant for life is liable to account for the dif- 
ference between the interest which she actually received and the interest 
which she would have received if the trust funds had been properly 
invested in accordance with the terms of the will. The testator died 
on the 28th of February, 1888, leaving his widow tenant for life, and 
in the events which happened sole trustee. The widow died on the 
4th of December, 1906. A considerable portion of the testator’s estate 
was invested on mortgage of lands in Ontario at 5 per cent. It is not 
disputed that the tenant for life was entitled to all the interest from 
these investments. The mortgages were paid off without loss of capital, 
but part of the money was re-invested in Canadian mortgages, and it 
is claimed that now an account ought to be taken for some eighteen 
years during which the widow was tenant for life, and that her estate 
ought to be disallowed in account all sums received by her by way 
of interest on the new mortgages, as distinct from the mortgages 
existing at the testator’s death, and that she ought to be disallowed 
all interest above 3 per cent., and that it should be determined that 
she is only entitled to retain for her own use the 3 per cent., and 
— to repay to the trustees—the present trustees—of her husband’s 
will the difference between the 3 per cent, and the rate that was actually 
received. Now it appears that, with regard to the additional mortgages, 
there was a slight loss on sealiention, really by reason of the mort- 
gagees’ payments being required be fore the due date, and in this way 
a loss of some £60 has been incurred. The widow submits to pay 
that, and, therefore, no question arises with regard to that. She does 
not contend that she is entitled to retain the increased interest arising 
from those mortgages without making good the £60 loss which was 
incurred on the realization. I am of opinion that upon her doing that 
she is not under any further liability to account. Now, if a trustee, 
not being a tenant for life, had put out money on an unauthorized 
security which had brought him in 5 per cent., and had paid that 
5 per cent. to the tenant for life, and the whole of the capital had been 
replaced to the trust account, neither the tenant for life nor the trustee 
would have been under any obligation to increase the capital estate 
by the difference between the two rates of interest; the tenant for 
life would have been entitled to retain the 5 per cent. for her own 
interest, and, in my opinion, the rule, as it appears from a careful 
examination of the case of Stroud v. Gwyer (supra), which has been 














recently commented on with approval in the Court of Appeal in the 
case of Slade v. Chaine (supra), applies to the present case. The 
result is that I hold that, apart from the sum of £60, the estate of 
the widow is not liable to make good any difference between the rate 
of interest actually obtained for the mortgages and the amount thai 
would have been obtained, and is only liable to make good the £60 
loss to capital.—CounseL, Heckscher, Cann, and Fawell. Sottcrtors, 
Chas. Sawbridge & Sons. 
[Reported by L M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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County Court—Practice—ActTion or Contract RemitTrep To County 
Court—CLaim AMENDED By ADDITION oF CLAIM FoR Tort—Dtscre- 
TION OF JUDGE TO ALLOW—JURISDICTION OF JUDGE TO Hean—County 
Court Routes, Orp. 14, r. 12, Orv. 33, r. 2—Counry Courts Act, 
1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), ss. 65, 66 anp 87. 


Where an action of contract is remitted from the High to the County 
Court and the particulars of claim are amended so as to add a claim for 
tort, which if the action had been commenced in the county court could 
have been brought therein, the county court judge has jurisdiction to 
try the claim as amended, ‘but it is @ matter for his discretion whether 
he will allow the amendment to be made. 


Appeal from a decision of his Honour Judge Wheeler, sitting at the 
Edmonton County Court. This was an action of contract brought in 
the High Court by a builder for work and labour done and materials 
provided. The action was remitted to the county court; the case 
reached the county court on the 17th of June, and it was set down for 
hearing on the 21st of July. On the 5th of July, sixteen days before the 
hearing, the plaintiff filed amended particulars of claim by adding a claim 
in tort that the defendant and his surveyor had been colluding that 
the latter should not express satisfaction with the work the plaintiff 
had done. On the contention of counsel for the defendant, the county 
court judge held that he had no jurisdiction to hear the added claim of 
tort. Against this decision the plaintiff appealed. The question turned, 
as explained in the judgment, on sections 65 and 66 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, and County Court Rules, ord. 14, r. 12, ord. 33, 
r. 2, and the facts are stated in the judgment. 

Hamitton, J.—This case comes before us on a motion to reverse an 
order made by his Honour Judge Wheeler, by which he refused to hear 
an action in the form in which it came before him and non-suited the 
plaintiff. The matter comes before us as a pure question of jurisdiction, 
without our being in any way invited or disposed to fetter or direct 
the mode in which the judge should exercise his jurisdiction if we 
should find he has it, and virtually in that state of affairs the argument 
put forward by the appellant was not very seriously contested as a 
matter of law by the respondent. The facts were that an action was 
commenced by the plaintiff, a builder, in the High Court to recover 
the sum of £40 16s. for work and labour done and materials provided 
by the plaintiff, the defence being that the work was done under 4 
special contract and that without the certificate of the defendant’s 
architect the plaintiff was not entitled to recover. An order was made 
under section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888, that the case should 
be remitted to the county court. After it had been so remitted, the 
plaintiff, purporting to exercise the powers given him by ord. 14, r. 12, 
introduced, by way of particulars into his claim, what was really 
matter for reply, and set up collusion on the part of the defendant and 
his architect to withhold the certificate. These amended particulars 
of claim came before the judge, and it was submitted to him on the 
part of the defendant that the action had now become substantially an 
action for tort affecting the personal character of the defendant, and 
it was said that that was a form of action which, if commenced in the 
High Court, could only have been remitted to the county court on the 
application of the defendant under section 66 of the County Courts 
Act, 1888, and, moreover, that it was an action which no defendant 
would have thought of seeking to have remitted. There has been 
some doubt as to whether tha decision of the judge was invited or 
was given upon the pure point whether he had any jurisdiction to try 
the case, which had now been turned into a composite claim in contract 
and tort, or whether it was put before him in this way, that, assuming 
he had jurisdiction, it would be such a hardship on the defendant to 
try the case in its amended form that he ought to refuse to try it, or 
perhaps, to express the contention more technically, that there was suffi- 
cient reason for disallowing the amendment, which would have the 
effect of getting rid of the claim, which alone was of any real service 
to the plaintiff. We have come to the conclusion, after hearing the 
account given us by the counsel on both sides, and after reading the 
note made by the judge, that he did in fact decide the case on the 
ground that he had no jurisdiction. It therefore becomes necessary for 
us to decide that point, and that point alone. Now, one must draw 4 
distinction between the conditions which determine whether there is 
power to remit an action to the county court and the status of the 
action when remitted, and the powers of the judge to whose court it is 
remitted. Under section 65 of the County Court Act, 1888, the con- 
ditions on which an action of contract brought in the High Court may 
be remitted are specified, and must, no doubt, for the purpose of 
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exercising that jurisdiction, be strictly observed. The section provides, 
however, that when the order has been made the judge shall, “‘ unless 
there is good cause to the contrary, order such action to be tried accord- 
ingly . and the action and all proceedings therein shall be tried 
and taken in such court as if the action had been originally commenced 
therein.” From this it appears to me that when an order that an 
action which in the High Court would satisfy the conditions of the 
High Court’s powers for remittal has been made, remitting the action 
to the county court, all the proceedings therein are to be tried and 
taken as if the action had originally been commenced therein. The 
county court rules carry the matter a little further : ord. 33, r. 2, pro- 
vides that where an action is remitted to the county court ‘‘ the action 
or matter shall proceed in all things as if it were an ordinary action 
in the court.’’ Now it seems to me that the exercise of the powers of 
ord. 14, r. 12—both the powers of the plaintiff to amend and the powers 
of the judge for sufficient cause to disallow the amendment—are 
matters which come within the words of section 65 of the County Courts 
Act, ‘‘as if the action had been originally commenced therein,’’ and also 
within the words of ord. 33, r. 2, ‘‘the action or matter shall proceed 
in all things as if it were an ordinary action in the court.”’ Therefore, 
upon the construction of the Act, it appears to me that there is juris- 
diction in the judge to try the cause of action in this case in its 
amended form. Had the cause of action been one of those which by 
statute the county court is incapable of hearing, that express exemption 
from the jurisdiction of the court must have overridden any amendment 
the plaintiff might have made. That would be in accordance with the 
words of the section, “as if the action had been originally commenced 
therein.’’ There are authorities on this point which, although not 
absolutely in point, may be referred to with profit. They are Moody 
v. Steward (W. R., 6 Ex. 35) and Bowles v. Drake (8 Q. B. D. 325). 
These cases were decided under section 10 of the County Courts Act, 
1867, which contains words substantially the same as those in section 65 
of the County Courts Act, 1888. These decisions assume that not only 
is the High Court divested of all jurisdiction in the remitted action, 
after the remittal order is made, but also, in the words of Brett, L. J., 
“it is practically transferred to the county court with all the conse- 
quences attendant thereon.’’ In Spencer, Whatley & Underhill v. 
Foster & Co. (1905, 1 K. B. 434) the Divisional Court decided that 
where an action had been commenced for a liquidated sum payable as 
demurrage for the detention of waggons and the action had been 
remitted to the county court, it was competent to the county court to 
allow an amendment which claimed unliquidated damages in lieu of a 
liquidated sum for demurrage at a specified rate, and language is there 
used applicable to a wider set of circumstances than those involved in 
that case, and I think applicable to the present circumstances. ‘‘ It 
seems to me,”’ said Lord Alverstone, C. J., referring to the words in 
section 65, ‘‘ that those words must have been intended to give to the 
county court judge the same powers of amendment in a remitted action 
as he would have if the action had been’ commenced in the county court.” 
Authority, therefore, seems to me to support the construction I should 
put on the bare words of the statute, and the orders and rules, so I 
think that the learned judge was wrong in holding that he had no 
jurisdiction to try the amended claim of the plaintiff. The case, 
therefore, must go back to the county court to be dealt with, I do not 
say to be tried, by the learned judge exercising as he may be invited to 
do by the parties, or as he may see fit in his own discretion, the powers 
which he possesses to do justice between the parties in the particular 
circumstances of the case. For these reasons I am of opinion that this 
appeal must succeed. 

Bankes, J., gave judgment to the same effect.—CounseL, Merlin; 
Lynch. Soxtcrrors, W. G. Hill; T. G. C. Courtenay. 

[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 
The Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool. 


The annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society of 


Liverpool was held on Tuesday, the 28th November, 1911. The presi- 
dent (Mr. Goprrey A. Sotty) presided. 
The PrEsIpENT, in moving the adoption of the report, delivered an 


address, in the course of which he said : 
Matrers CONNECTED WITH THE SOCIETY. 

_ The society continues to be prosperous and has a sufficient balance 
in hand as shewn by the accounts which have been presented to you. 
The decline in our numbers during the last few years has been checked, 
and we now have 413 members, which is the highest total ever reached. 
Reference has been made in the annual report to the signal honours 
conferred by His Majesty upon two of our number, but it is fitting 
that I should give expression more fully to the society’s congratula- 
tions to Sir Thomas Ellis and Sir Norman Hill. The former, one of 
our country members, is probably not known personally to many here, 
but his name has been long and widely known as that of a most capable 
and experienced man, trusted by all, and able by his influence to 
perform a most valuable part in smoothing over difficulties in connec- 
tion with the large mining industries of Lancashire. Within the last 
three months his great qualifications have again been recognized by his 
selection as one of the five Commissioners appointed to inquire into the 
Railway Conciliation Scheme of 1907. Sir Norman Hill is known to 
us all. In the midst of a busy professional life he has spared time 





and thought in the service of the nation. He has for a number of 
years been chairman of the Merchant Shipping Advisory Committee to 
the Board of Trade, and many of the recent improvements in the laws 
affecting merchant shipping are largely owing to his recommendations. 
Further, it is well known that the present form of the clauses in the 
Insurance Bill which relate to seafaring men is largely due to him. 
Few will guarantee that the clauses, even as they now stand, will work 
smoothly, but no one will deny that they are a vast improvement upon 
the clauses of the original Bill. One more matter for congratulation 
must be mentioned. n November, 1861, Mr. William Radcliffe was 
elected president of this society. It is, I believe, without parallel in the 
history of any law society that a member has survived to see the 
jubilee of his presidency, and I am sure that you all join with me in 
offering to him our hearty congratulations, and in hoping that he 
may yet be spared for many years to continue his honourable and 
useful career as an Alderman of the City and in many other spheres of 
public life. I will now turn to some matters in regard to which legisla- 
tion is contemplated or desired. 


Tue LAND TRANSFER QUESTION. 


The report sets out very clearly the recent history of the land 
transfer movement. What may be the outcome none can say, but 
we may usefully try to clear our thoughts and consider what our aims 
should be. The following facts should always be borne in mind, viz. : 
(1) The Lord Chancellor and some of the law lords are determined upon 
legislation for the further simplification of the transfer of real property. 
(2) They are advised and largely guided by Sir Charles Brickdale, 
the Registrar of the Office of Land Registry. (3) The Registrar has 
recently stated in writing his opinion as follows : ‘‘ That it seems really 
almost superfluous to inquire whether (except in the way of further 
extending absolute title) any serious alteration of system is at all 
called for in the interest of the public.’’ (4) There is at present no 
party or considerable body of members of either House of Parliament 
willing or competent to oppose the Lord Chancellor and his supporters. 
(5) There is in Lincoln’s-inn-fields a huge office with a Registrar and 
a host of officials all naturally eager to increase their department, or, 
as they would put it, to extend their sphere of usefulness. What, 
then, should our policy be? During the past year, as by the education 
cases from Swansea and elsewhere, so now by the decisions of the Court 
of Appeal as to Form IV. and Form VIII., we have been taught that 
the operations of a great Government department may be unjust, and 
that its legal advisers are not infallible. It is for us to endeavour to 
persuade the country that the course which the Lord Chancellor is 
believed to favour is inexpedient, if not unjust. It is the almost 
unanimous opinion of the conveyancers of the country that any ex- 
tension of the present system of compulsory registration of title will 
be bad for the community, and that no amendment on points of detail 
will suffice to make it desirable. We, who are in daily touch with 
our clients, know, as no one else can, what the nature of their needs 
is, and we believe that if compulsory registration on the present 
system comes, it will cause expense, delay and inconvenience far out- 
weighing any advantages gained by the possibly greater security. 
The Law Society has decided to submit a Bill for assimilating the 
law of realty and personalty, but whether the Lord Chancellor supports 
such a measure or not, we must let it be widely known that our 
profession is willing to march with the times, and to simplify convey- 
ancing practice still further. We can point in proof of this to the Act 
of 1881, which was cordially accepted by solicitors, and the Convey- 
ancing Bill of this year, which was originally introduced by the Law 
Society, and now awaits the Royal Assent. The time has come, I 
consider, when the principles of the Act of 1881 may safely be 
extended in a number of ways. For example: (a) Additional statu- 
tory powers may be given to trustees when not expressly prohibited by 
the instrument ; (6) a conveyance on sale made for valuable considera- 
tion, and not less than twelve years old, may be made a sufficient root 
of title; and (c) the recommendations of the Royal Commission such 
as that as to the form of statutory receipt on discharge of ordinary 
mortgages may be adopted. By these and other amendments of the 
same class, legal documents will be simplified, abstracts of title be 
shortened, and the number of re-examinations of title lessened. It is 
true that we should lose some fees that we now receive, but I am 
certain that the extra facilities would encourage business and make 
dealings in property far more popular and numerous, and thus more 
than compensate for the loss. Who can tell how much has been 
lost by conveyancing firms during tlie last two years owing to the 
operation of the Finance Act of 1910? The sense of unrest and 
uncertainty has depreciated the value of real property, and has 
hindered investment in it. Another upheaval of the law such as 
would be involved by compulsory registration of title on the present 
system would intensify this feeling, and would bring disaster to many, 
both within and without the profession. The Law Society, after 
conference with the provinces, decided to communicate with the Lord 
Chancellor, and it is hoped that their recommendations will be fully 
considered before any Government Bill is introduced, but in the mean- 
time every solicitor should do all he can to enlighten members of both 
Houses of Parliament, members of county councils and chambers of 
commerce, and all other bodies or persons interested, upon the true 
nature of the questions at issue. My own view is that if the Legis- 
lature would pass Bills both for the assimilation of the law of realty 
and personalty upon the lines suggested by the Law Society, and for 
carrying out amendments of the present law such as I have above 
referred to, and would give them a fair trial for, say, ten years, there 
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would then be no demand from any part of the public for any 
registry. If a registry were required by Government for the purposes 
of land taxation, then a ministerial registry of the transfer of the 
entire interest in each particular property would amply satisfy the 
need. 

SuMMARY JURISDICTION. 

As a magistrates’ clerk, I may refer to a Bill for the amendment 
of the laws relating to summary jurisdiction, which has been drafted, 
and is now in the pigeon-holes of the Home Office. It is largely a 
consolidation Bill, and is also intended to amend the provisions 
relating to the penalties imposed and fees taken in magistrates’ courts. 
As such it may not be of very general interest to this society, but if 
possible opportunity should be taken during its passage through 
Parliament to urge that none but solicitors should be eligible for 
appointment as clerks to justices. The training of a barrister is not 
adapted to prepare a man for the position, nor do I think that in 
future these appointments should be given to gentlemen who have not 
been admitted. 

Tue LANCASHIRE SITTINGS. 

As to the familiar subject of the business at the Lancashire Sittings, 
we must recognise that the judges during the past year have loyally 
carried out the spirit of the new order, but there is still much to be 
desired. The arrangements for the Lancashire Sittings will not be 
satisfactory until the judges are able to give time to try out all cases 
entered, until the appointment of a commissioner as an extra judge on 
the civil side is occasional only, and until the courts rise with very 
rare exceptions at a fixed hour. Gentlemen, I thank you for listening 
to these remarks. The fact that I have had an exceptionally easy 
term of office has made it almost impossible to compose an address 
worthy of the occasion, but I have done what I could. No time spent 
or labour expended would be too much in return for the honour con 
ferred upon me by election as your president. 

On the motion of Sir Jonn Hitx, seconded by Mr. J. H. Kenton, 
a vote of thanks was accorded to the president for his address. 

On the motion of Mr. T. Bettrtncer Howartn, seconded by Mr 
Arnotp J. Cieaver, the officers and committee were thanked for their 
services during the past year. 

There were nine vacancies on the committee, and the following 
gentlemen were elected for the ensuing period of three years :— 
Messrs. E. W. Bird, W. H. T. Brown, C. Collins, T. B. Duguid, 
F. J. Leslie, F. E. V. R. Roberts, Godfrey A. Solly, Lewis Ward, and 
Roderick Williams. 

[We hope to print extracts from the report of the committee next 
week. ] 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Depatina Sociery.—Nov. 28.—Chairman, Mr. R. W. 
Handley.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of e Lacon, 
Lacon v. Lacon (1911, 2 Ch. 17) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. E. Kafka 
opened in the affirmative, Mr. W. S. Meeke seconded in the affirmative ; 
Mr. W. M. Pleadwell opened in the negative, Mr. R. T. Davis seconded 
in the negative. The following members continued the debate : Messrs. 
J. 8. C. King, R. F. Mattingley, J. G. Heal, S, H. Lewis, B. S. 
Strickland, T. E, Evans, G. E. Tunnicliffe. The motion was lost by 
five votes. , 








Obituary. 
Mr. W. C. Davies. 


The announcement of the death of Mr. William Cowell Davies, 
barrister-at-law, will have been a surprise to the majority of the many 


members of the bar who were among his friends. He was born in 
1848, and was the elder son of the Rev. Thomas Zephaniah Davies, 
Vicar of Whitford, Flints. After some years at Westminster School, 
and an election to one of the scholarships at Trinity College, Cam- 
bridge, then existing there for Westminster boys, he took his degree 
in the Classical Tripos of 1871. His contemporaries at Cambridge will 
remember him as, notwithstanding his great height, of nearly 
6 ft. 4 in., an excellent all-round athlete. Besides twice defeating 
Oxford in the hurdle race, and so establishing the then “record ”’ 
time of 16 sec., he had no small reputation on the running path and 
on the river. After reading in the Chambers first of Mr. George de 
Morgan, a well-known conveyancer of his day, and afterwards of Mr. 
Whitehorne, the late county court judge, then a busy junior in the 
old Courts of Chancery, Mr. Cowell Davies was called to the bar on 
the 26th of January, 1874. His professional practice was that of an 
equity draftsman and conveyancer; but it was as a reporter of dis- 
crimination and thoroughness that he will be, and would have wished 
to have been, remembered by the legal profession. Only his intimate 
friends know the extent of the conscientious detail which was the 
standard of his work, and earned for him an appreciative confidence 
on the part of both bench and bar, which he prized very highly. 
After reporting for some years for the Law Times, and then for the 
Law Journal, he was appointed to the staff of the Incorporated Council 





of Law Reporting, and at the time of his death he was their leading 
reporter in Appeal Court II., where also, as well as for some time 
previously in the Chancery Division, he was on the reporting staff of 
the Times, and earned from that paper a tribute to his ‘ exceptional 
ability.” 

For some years past he had found his recreation in golf, and he was 
on the committee of the Royal Cinque Ports Club at Deal. He had for 
some time suffered from a distressing internal complaint, and he had 
been absent from his work for some weeks, but his end came with 
unexpected rapidity. He died on the 22nd ult. at Streatham, where 
he had lived since his marriage on the lst of June, 1876, to Harriet 
Catherine Isabel, youngest daughter of Mr. Arthur Johnson, who, 
with three daughters, survives him. He always readily placed his 
practical experience at the disposal of many of the local needs and 
interests of Streatham, and had been for many years the rector’s 
churchwarden of the parish church. His funeral took place on Satur 
day last at the local cemetery, and at the first part of the burial 
service, at St. Leonard’s Church, among those present, besides his 
family, and many neighbours, and those not only of his own degree, 
were, as representing the Council of Law Reporting, Mr. R. F. Norton, 
K.C. (member of the council), Mr. H. L. Fraser, Mr. F. Evans, Mr. 
H. C. Roper, and Mr. J. R. Brooke (members of the staff), and Mr. 
P. Noble Fawcett (secretary), and, from among his friends, Mr. C. H. 
Sargent, Mr. Broke Freeman, Mr. W. H. Cochran, Mr. C. E. Cree, 
Mr. Frederick ‘Lee, Mr. W. E. Gillett, and his clerk, Mr. Williamson. 


Mr. W. T. Hartcup. 


Mr. W. T. Hartcup, solicitor, of Norwich, died on Monday, at the 
age of sixty-three years. He was the son of Mr. William Hartcup, of 
Upland Hall, Suffolk, and was admitted in 1872. He had been for 
anany years one of the solicitors to the Norwich Union Life Insurance 
Society, and in 1887 became senior solicitor to that society. 








Legal News. 
Appointments. 


Mr. J. H. Batrour Browne, K.C., has been elected Treasurer of the 
Middle Temple for the ensuing twelve months. 


Mr. F. Gore-Browne, K.C., and Mr. Montacve SHearmAn, K.C., 
have been elected Masters of the Bench of the Inner Temple. 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 


Dissolution. 


Epwin Tuomas Harr and Cecu, Hart, solicitors (Edwin & Cecil 
Hatt), Wallingford. Oct. 31. [Gazette, Nov, 28. 


General. 


Mr. Justice Lawrance was unable to attend the Assize Court at 
Maidstone on the 24th ult, having caught a chill on the previous day. 
On Saturday he was making good progress towards recovery. 

It is stated that Mr. Charles L. Matheson, K.C., has been appointed 
one of His Majesty’s Serjeants-at-Law in Ireland, in the room of Mr. 
Ignatius O’Brien, who has been promoted to the office of Attorney 
General.’ 

The Whewell Scholarships at the University of Cambridge have been 
awarded, as to the first scholarship, to P. J. Baker, of King’s College ; 
and as to the second scholarship, to A. Black, B.A., of Sidney Sussex 
College. 

Mr. Cave, K.C., M.P., was presented with his portrait in oils at 
a special meeting of the Justices of Surrey and the members of the 
Surrey County Council, held at Kingston-on-Thames on Tuesday. The 
presentation was made by the High Sheriff (Sir William Chance). The 
portrait is to be hung in the County Hall in commemoration of Mr. 
Cave’s services to the county for seventeen years on the county council 
and as chairman of Quarter Sessions and of the Standing Joint Com- 
mittee. A replica of the portrait was presented by the Lord Lieutenant 
to Mrs. Cave. 


One of the advantages of the Court of Criminal Appeal—the success 
of which has long silenced all the opponents of its creation—is, says a 
writer in the Globe, that the judges have a better opportunity of 
pointing out defects in the administration of the criminal law. The 
Lord Chief Justice has recently commented in strong terms upon the 
improper methods of identification used sometimes by the police. In 
the case in which these comments were made the prisoner, a soldier, 
was sitting in a tent with two other soldiers when a policeman entered 
with two Ant and, pointing out the prisoner to them, asked ‘‘ Is that 
the man?” Identification which is prompted and not spontaneous is 
both valuless and mischievous. This is by no means the only occasion 
on which the Court of Criminal Appeal has condemned the methods of 
identification. There would appear, indeed, to be a regrettable lack 
of authoritative guidance in the matter. Outside the London district, 
where the ‘‘ Metropolitan Police Guide ’’ is very. useful, the procedure 
is left to each Chief Constable. It ought not to be difficult for the 
Home Office to replace this haphazard system by some definite rules. 
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Many interesting examples of old English silver, the property of the 
late Judge Bacon, are, says the Hvening Standard, to be offered for 
sale this week at Christie’s. They include silver of Queen Anne and 
William 3rd reigns, and a collection of forty-one old English and other 
nutmeg graters and vinaigrettes of various designs. Who would have 
suspected the old judge of being interested in nutmeg graters? 


The course of Mr. Justice Grantham’s illness appears to have been 
that on Wednesday in last week he sat in court; on that evening became 
unweli, and next day developed pneumonia. Up to Monday he main- 
tained his strength fairly well, but he had a bad night on Monday, and 
was weaker on Tuesday. On Tuesday night he was stated to be still 
extremely weak, but the acute symptoms were subsiding. 


Eighty-three years and a brilliant career stand to the credit_of Lord 
Lindley to-day (Wednesday), says the Evening Standard. Called to 
the Bar sixty-one years ago, he rapidly made his name, and held many 
high judicial posts before retiring in 1905, after five years as a Lord 
of Appeal. Since his retirement, Lord Lindley has spent his days 
quietly at The Lodge, East Carleton, the pretty place near Norwich 
which he inherited from his mother’s family, the Freestones, who were 
solicitors of long standing in Norwich. 

It is announced that Mlle. Miropowlski, avocate 4 ]a Cour, Paris, 
the first European woman to be admitted to practise at the Bar, will 
deliver a lecture on Thursday evening, December 7th, at 9.30, at the 
Université des Lettres Francaises, Marble Arch House, W. The 
eubject will be ‘‘Les @ébuts d’une avocate au Palais.’’ The chair 
will be taken by Mr. Justice Hamilton, and a vote of thanks to the 
lecturer will be proposed by Mr. Justice Darling. The lecture will be 
repeated on Friday afternoon, December 8th, at 3.30. 

Speaking at the annual dinner of the Leeds Law Students’ Society 
on Wednesday evening, Lord Gorell said, according to the 7'imes, that 
at present there was a spirit of change—he did not say progress—in 
connection with the divorce law. One of the great questions raised was 
the difficulty which existed because poor people were not, by reason of 
finance and convenience, in the same position as those who were better 
off. No one could doubt that whatever law was laid down it should 
be equally available to everybody in the country. That, of course, 
was extremely difficult to bring about. He did not know that he had 
ever had a more anxious and trying task than that of dealing with 
this subject. As regarded the laws affecting women, in many respects 
women had been placed on an equality with men. They were now trying 
to gain a position which he supposed they thought would make them 
superior to men. 


At the Central Criminal Court, on the 22nd ult, says the 7imes, 
before the Common Serjeant, James Henry Joseph Hiil was brought 
up for trial upon an indictment containing two counts, the first of 
which charged him with unlawfully wounding Henry Ansell, a police 
constable, and the second with assaulting Ansell in the execution of his 
duty. To the first count the prisoner’s counsel handed in a plea of 
autrefois acquit, and to the second a plea of “‘ Not Guilty.”’ After a 
technical discussion the jury were sworn to try the issue of whether 
the prisoner had already been acquitted of the offence charged in the 
first count. The prisoner was indicted before the Recorder at the 
September Sessions for having feloniously wounded Police-constable 
Ansell. He was convicted on that indictment, but the Court of Criminal 
appeal quashed the conviction, and directed that their judgment of 
acquittal should be entered on the record, which was accordingly done. 
Counsel said that the present indictment charged substantially the same 
offence, but in different legal form; it charged the prisoner with a 
misdemeanour—namely, unlawfully wounding the officer. He contended 
that the prisoner had already been tried and acquitted on that charge. 
When the prisoner was tried for feloniously wounding it was open to 
the jury to have returned a verdict that he was guilty of the mis- 
demeanour of unlawfully wounding, and that being so he had in fact 
stood in peril already of being convicted of this offence which he had 
now to answer, and had been acquitted. The jury returned a verdict 
that the prisoner had already been acquitted on the charge of unlawfully 
wounding. On the second count the prisoner was found guilty. . 


At a special sitting of the Kettering County Court, held on Tuesday 
to dispose of 123 judgment summonses, his Honour Sir Thomas 
Snagge said that in his view imprisonment for debt was a barbarous 
and baneful system—barbarous because a relic of the time when a 
creditor could make the debtor his slave; baneful because it left the 
working man with loose money in his pocket as long as he could get 
credit, and that loose money was applied in payment to the only two 
ready-money trades in the country—the public-house and the book 
maker. The Government, which generally abolished imprisonment for 
debt in 1869, left in this one exception because, as the Solicitor-General 
at the time said, they had been informed that the county court system 
could not be carried on without it. How did they translate that? {1 
Was a question of fees. The fees brought in by the system of imprison- 
ment for debt amounted to between £40,000 and £50,000 annually. He 
ad been administering the system now for many years, and he t ought 
the time had come when it ought to stop. It was hateful to him and 
hateful to his fellow-judges. He described visits paid to prisons, from 
which, he said, prisoners for debt walked out degraded, humbled, and 
very likely ruined for life. There was no imprisonment for debt in 
Scotland or France on civil process, he said. Why should it exist in 
this most civilized land? Mr. Toller, the senior solicitor present 
associated himself with the judge’s remarks. The system, he said was 
a8 Objectionable to solicitors as to his Honour, , 





The Special Committee of the Corporation of London which, at the 
invitation of the London County Council, has been considering for a 
year the practicability of trying at the Central Criminal Court indict- 
able cases now sent for trial to the County of London Sessions, instead 
of building a new Sessions House, have, says the 7'imes, come to a 
resolution viewing the suggestion of amalgamating the administration 
of criminal justice at the Old Bailey as desirable, if practicable—subject 
to the preservation of the Corporation’s rights and privileges and sub- 
ject to financial arrangements. They therefore recommend that negotia- 
tions as to details should be at once entered into with the Council. 
The committee in this recommendation were not unanimous, and Mr. 
Henry Dixon Kimber has given notice of the following motion : ‘‘ That, 
in view of the alteration in the jurisdiction of the court and other far- 
reaching effects of a practical nature involved in the proposal, the same 
be placed before such of His Majesty’s judges as are Commissioners 
of the Central Criminal Court for their opinion, and that the report 
be referred back to the committee, with instructions to ascertain the 
views of the Commissioners and report further to the court.”’ 

Mr. Butcher, K.C., M.P., writing to the 7'imes on the Insurance 
Bill, says that ‘‘the Bill sets up at the cost of the State four separate 
bodies of Insurance Commissioners, for England, Wales, Scotland, and 
Ireland respectively, each with its own officers, inspectors, referees, and 
servants, and a joint committee formed of representatives of all four 
bodies. Let me briefly summarize some—it is impossible to enumerate 
all—of the powers and duties of these bodies. 1. Their legislative 
powers include powers to make regulations, tables, orders, and special 
orders. Their power to make tables and orders is absolute. Their 
regulations cannot be annulled, except by order of the Privy Council 
(that is to say, the Government of the day) on an address by either 
House of Parliament (clause 61). Their special orders can be annulled 
on an address by either House (clause 70). 2. Their judicial powers 
enable them to adjudicate finally on all disputes arising under the Bill, 
between approved societies and their branches, or between these societies 
or their branches and their insured members, and on all disputes as to 
the rates of contribution of insured persons. They can also adjudicate 
on any question as to the liability of a person to become insured under 
Part I. of the Bill; but in this case, and in this case only, there is 
an appeal to the county court and (on a question of law) to a judge of 
the High Court (clauses 62 and 63). 3. Their administrative powers 
extend to almost every detail of the Bill. They can control the adminis- 
trative acts, both of approved societies and of local health committees, 
in almost all their more important details. It is no exaggeration to say 
that the approved societies, their branches, and the local health com- 
mittees will be held in leading strings by the Insurance Commissioners 
as regards their rights and duties under the Bill.” 


Royar Nava Cotiece, Osnorne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for “ How to 
Become a Naval Officer” (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an_ illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
street, London, W. [Apvrt.] 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Couft of Judicature. 
Rota or Reoistears 1x ATTENDANCE OW 


Emrroemxcy Aprrat Court Mr.Justice 
Rota, No, 2, Joyvor. 


Mr Beal Mr Farmer 
.-Bloxam 


Mr. Justice 
Swinrew Eapy. 


Mr Greswell 
Beal 


Date, 


Monday Dec. 4 Mr Borrer 
Tuesday woe 5 Leach Borrer 
Wednesday 6 Farmer Leach Theed Borrer 
Thursday... ..... 7 Bloxam Farmer Charch Leach 
Friday a 8 Theed Bloxam Synge Farmer 
Saturday: 9 Church Theed Goldschmidt Bloxam 
Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. ‘W arrinetox. NEVILLE. Parker. Eve. ” 
Morday Dec. Mr Church Mr Leach Mr Thsed Mr Goldschmidt 
Tuesday 5 Synge Farmer Church Greswell 
Wedresda Goldschmidt Bloxam Synge Beal 
Thursday Theed Goldschmidt Borrer 
Friday . Church Greswell Leach 
Saturday ....... Borrer Synge Beal Farmer 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Nov. 24, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuirep 1m Omanorey. 


ALBION CONTRACT SYNDICATE, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 28, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Walter William Leigh, 25, College hill, liquidator, 

D. FRasER & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 4, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. EB. J. 
Thol, 90, Queen st, London, liquidator. 

DROYLSDEN KUBBER WOKKS, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are req ired, 
on or before Dec 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
thei: debts or claims, to John Philip Garnett, 61, Brown st, Manchester. Sampson & 
Price, Manchester, solors to the liquidator. 
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Gas ECoNOMISING AND IMPROVED LIGHT SYNDICATE, Ltp—Petn for winding-up, 
presente! ov 21, directe! to be heard, Dec 5 A. J. Vere Bass, 30 Budge row, 
solors for the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later 
than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 4. 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION (BRITISH CoLUMBIA), Ltp—Petn for 
winding up, presented Nov 17, directed to be heard Dec 5. Benjamin & Cohen, College 
Hill chmbrs, College hill, solers for the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach 
the above named not later than six o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 4 

L. ¥. Brenner & Co, Lt>—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 20, directed to be 
heard Dee 5. Stanley Krauss & Co, 55, Holborn viaduct, solors for the petnrs. 
Notice of ap ring must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of Dee 4. 

LION MILL (BLACKLEY) Co, LTD,—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 16, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Frank 
Dowler, Hanover chmbrs, 8, King st, Manchester. Brett & Co, Manchester, solors for 
the liquidator. 

TORQUAY TRAMWAYS CONSTRUCTION SYNDICATE, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)— 

& Creditors are required, on or before Dec 6, +o send in their names and addresses, 
and particulars of their debtsor claims, to L. B. Schlesinger and W. B. Cownie, 3, 

{ Laurence Pountney hiil. Deacon & Co, solors for the liquidator. 


London Gazette,—TUESDAY, Nov 28. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitzp 1m Omanozrr. 


CENTRAL PARK AMUSEMENTS, LTD.—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 23, directed 
to be heard Dec 12. Edridge & Newnham, 27, Queen Victoria st. Nocice of 
appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
0 c il. 

Great Dowaas Tin Mines, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, 
en or before Jau 1, to send their names and adaresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Henry W. Holland, 27, Cannon st, liquidator. 

NATIONAL BANK OF CHINA, Ltp ({N LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 30, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to A. R. Lowe, Thorner’s chmbrs, Ingram ct, Fenchurch st, liquidator. 

PREciOUs METALS SyNDICATE LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Dec 28, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Edgar Fairweather, 5, Moorgate st, liquidator. 

Prietas WATER Co, Ltp.—Crditors are r-quired, on or before Jan 15, to send their 
names and addresees, and the particuars of their debts or claims, to Sidney 
Lennox Ciarke, 3, Great Winchester st, liquidator 

SALTWICK STEAMSHIP Co, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, 
on or before Jan 10, to send their names aud addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts cr claims, to Humphrey Wallis, The Exchange, Cardiff. Lloyd & Pratt, Car- 
diff, solors to the liquidator. 

SHOTTIN & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 6, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their d bts or claims, to U, W. Provis, 3, Mount 
st, Manchester. Broxdsmith & Son, Manchester, solors to the liquidator 

VANES, LtTD—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 30, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John F. Harvey, 3, 4 
and 5, Goat st, Swansea, liquidator. : 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette,— FRIDAY, Nov. 24. 


SELECT Foop Suppty Co, Ltp. 

THREE CEYLON TEA PLANTERS, LTD, 
CaBpoT Works, Ltp, BRIsTOL, 

VILLA Hore Co, Lrp. 

AUTO CARRIERS, LTD. 

C.0.P. S¥NvICATE, LTD. 

St Bripe’s Trust, Lrp. 

Opty, SLATER & Haxrprt, Lrp. 

Victory TYRE AND RuspBeER Co, Ltp, 
CUMMERSDALE Dre Works, Lp. 

NEW PANTMAWR SLATE QuaRRY Co, LTD, 
VioTra, Ltp. 

WILSON’S MUSIC AND GENERAL PRINTING Co, LTD. 
BRUSSELS SENEGALESE VILLAGE, LTD. 
CHARLES PLUMMER, LTD. 

SaLispury City FoorBaLt Cius, Lp. 
Lion MILL (BLACKLEY) Co, Ltp, 

fypweY G. Lonwie, LTp. 

LipoRtT COLLIERY Co, LTD. 

TORQUAY TRAMWAYS CONSTRUCTION SYNDICATE, LTD. 
GEORGE HOLMES (LIVERPOOL), LTD. 
HESTON MOTOR MANUFACTURING Co, LTD. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 28. 
Cox, CLARK & Co, Lp. 
BRITISH UNDERWRITERS, LTD. 
JOHN KNOWLES, LTD. 
THE WORLD (1909), Lrp. 
AASAAREN SYNDICATES, LTD. 
F. C. GLENISTER & Co, LTD. 
F. Jounson & Co (HULL). Lp. 
FURLEY AND ButrruM, Lp. 
NEVILLE CLIFFORD & Co, L1p. 
MIDDLESBROUGH STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
CITY AND SUBURBAN WINE AND Spirit Co, Ltp. 
P. H. HARTLEY & Co, LTD. 
PRECIOUS METALS SYNDICATE, LTD. 
SALTWICK STSAMBHIP Co, LT». 
HACKING, ADAMS & DownER, LTD. 
NiIcHoLs & WILLIAMSON, LTD. 
PREMIER BOND INVESTMENT CORPORATION, LTD, 


The Property Mart. 
Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
pes L HE oe pues _ at 42, Bedford-square, at 1: Furniture, &c. (see 
Dec. 5.—Meesrs. 8. Waixer & Son, at the Mart, 2: 
one Beets Fes, Sn ELD, ranean Pee pore nm 
Ra bees Soveaes Uoeeel Yor al 0s We: 5 . Deeshcl tap Prigarties 
iy i ge —, ry | med a the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground] Rents (see 
wou oly 4), at the Mart. at 2: Reversions, Annui- 
in Life Interests, Life Policies, &c, (see adverticement, back page, this week). 


- &—Messrs. Vawrom, Buus & Coorsgs, at the Mart Freehold Groun 
Rents (see advertisement, back page, Oot, 21 and Nov. 4 and 35), $ » 





ae 


Dec. 8.—Messrs. C. & 8, Surrn, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Investment (see adver. 
tisement, beck page, this week). 
Dec, 12.—Messrs, WeaTueeatt & Garey, at the Mart, at 3: Freehold Building Site, 
——_ —_—" Rents, and Freehold Town Residence (see advertisement, back 
» Nov 25). 
. 14.--Messrs. Desznnau, Tawsow, Rronanpsow & Co,, at the Mart, at 2: Free. 
hold Properties (ses advert sement, page iii., this week). 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Faipar, Nov. 24, 


Cutcx, Saran Svusawwan, Plumstead, Kent, Cab Proprietress Jan 1 Hoskins and 
Another v Chick and Another, Swinfen Eady, J  Braund, Wellington st, 
Woolwich 

London Gazette.—Turspay, Noy. 28% 


Davies, Rozpert Owen, Blaenan Festiniog, Merioneth, Solicitor Jan 1 Jones y 
Davies, Warridgton and Parker, JJ Davies, Pwilveli 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cia. 
London Gazette.—FRipaY, Nov. 24. 

ABBoT’, WALTER, Ainsdale, Lancs Dec 30 Mawdsley & Hadfield, Southport 

ANDERSON, MARGARET, Sunderland Dec 18 Walker, Sunderland 

BARKER, ANNE ISABBLLA, Worthing Jan 1 Slack & Co, Queen Victoria st 

BARMORE, JAMES EvWiN, Chingford, Essex Dec 30 Daniell & Glover, Gt Winches- 
ter st 

BARNATO, CHARLOTTE MAUD, Eastbourne Dec 30 Lewis & Lewis, Ely pl 

BEARD, THOMAS ISAAC HUGHES, Maida vale, Paddington Dec 30 Daniell & Glover, Gt 
Winchester st 

BONHAM, ALFRED, Syresham, Northampton, Farmer Dec 25 Barnes, Brackley 

Bouck, JoHN AuGUSTUS, Portland pl, Cavendish sq Dec 30 Attenborough & Sons, 
Thavies inn, Holborn circus s 

BRIDGES, GEORGE, Edgbaston, Birmingham Dec 31 Pritchard, Birmingham 

Brown, HARRIET, Walsall Jan 25 Evans, Walsall 

BROWN, THOMAS, Hunderthwaite, Yorks, Surveyor Dec 23 Watson & Co, Barnard 
Castle 

CLARK, MARGARET, Milnthorpe, Westmorland Dec 31 Cartmel, Kendal ; 

CLAYTON, MARTHA ELIZABETH, Boscombe, Hampshire Dee 9 Ward & Co, Harwich 

DANSON, WILLIAM, Eton rd. Haverstock Hill Jan 9 Lovell & Co, Gray's ina sq 

Davies. LEWIS, Bryomaur, Brecoa, Fitter Vec7 Powell & Hughes, Brynmaur 

DAViS, The Rev WESTON BROCKLESBY, Torquay Dec 15 Hooper & Woileo, Lorquay 

DEW, HENRY ROBBINS, npr Stanton Drew, Somerset Jan 1 O'Donoghue & Forbes 
Bristol 

Dosson, MARGARET, Great Crosby, nr Liverpool Dec15 Smith & Son, Liverpool 

DuNGeY, MARY, Elm pk, Brixton Dec 20 Brown & Co, Lennox House, Norfoix st 

EDWARDS, MARGARET, Treherbert, Glam Dee 20 Millward, Pentre 

E.vin, Joun, Camden road, St Pancras Jan8 Jennings, Kentish Town rd 

EASTLAKE, ELIZA, Leinster sq, Bayswater Dec18 Biddle & Cu, Aldermanbury 

FISHER, MARY ANN, York Maré Crombie & Sons, York 

Foster, ISAAC, Palmerston rd, Bowes pk Dec23 Hubbard & Shepard, Chancery In 

GREAVES, WALTER, North Bierley, Bradford Dec 24 Gordon & Co, Bradford — 

HAST, MARCUS, Pyrland rd, Canonbury, Jewish clergyman Dec 29 Telfer-Leviansky & 
Co, Queen st 

HOWARD, KICHARD, Birkdale Dec 30 Mawdsley & Hadfield, Southport 

HUTCHINSON, JANE, Carlin How, Yorks, Engine Driver Dec 18 Hoggett & Bacon, 
Lottus 

JACKSON, JOHN HUGHLINGS, Manchester sq Dec 21 Gray & Jackson, Exeter 

JACKSON, MARY ELIZABETH, Weeping Cross, nr Stafford Dec30 Morgan & Co, Staf- 
fo 

JAcoB, CHARLES, Baltonsborough, Somerset Dec 20 Austin & Bath, Glastonbury 

JAMES OF HEREFORD, Rt Hou HENRY BARON, PC, GCVO, Cadogan sq Dec 26 James 
& Son, Hereford 

JEEVES, Louisa, Sandy, Beds Jan 6 Smith, Sandy 

LILWALL, MARY ANN HARRIET Emma, Bidford on Avon Dec 21 Robinson & Barrett 
Stone bidgs 

Lovett, JOHN, Neath,Glam Dec 23 Morzan & Co, Neath 

MCTIER, FREDERICK, Oxford st, Hosier Jan 1 Stileman & Neath, Southampton st, 

Bloomsbur 

MARKH E, Gunee, Quainton, Bucks, Farmer Dec 24 Wilkins & Son, Aylesbury 

MITCHELL, FRANCIS, Bradford Dec 29 Horner & Sampson, Bradford 

u’ REILLY, MYLES GEORGE, Brighton Dec 31 Jenkins & Co, Old Jewry 

PALLISER, ELLEN, Leeds Dec 18 Hutley, Leeds 

PEARCE, RoBERT, Wolverhampton, Wine Merchant Jan1l Brewer & Uo, Wolverhamp- 
ton 

PoTTer, FANNY, St Leonards, Sussex Dec 30 Gaby & Stapylton-Smith, Hastings 

Porrer, SARAH ANN, Chetwynd rd, Middix Dec 30 Hartley & son, Kochdale 

RADFORD, MIRIAM FRANCES, Manchester Dec 24 Farrar & Co, Manchester 

REELAND, FRANK Peter, Auckland st, Vauxhall Dec 19 Clapham & Co, Devon- 
shire s& 

RENWICK, ROBERT DouGLAS, Torquay, Coal Factor Jan 6 Munns & Longden, Fred- 
erick’s pl, O.d Jewry , 

RODWELL, ANN MARY, Paiermo, Sicily Jan 22 Davidson & Morris, Queen Victoria st 

SHAW, MARTHA, Greenfield within Saddleworth Dec 4 Tanner, Oldham f 

SMITH, ELIZABETH, Barcombe av, Streatham Hill Dec 31 Cartwright & Cunningham, 
Paternvster row , 

SPREAD, CATHERINE, Victoria st, Westminster Dec 20 Witham & Co, Gray's inn sq 

THOMPSON, GEORGE WILLIAM, Wallington, Surrey Dec 25 Rivera & Milne, Grace- 
church st 

TIMMIS, THOMAS WALI. Tong, Salop, Farmer Jan 6 GR & C E Wace, Shrewsbury 

TUFNELL, VINCENT FREDERICK, Leamington, Warwick Jan6é Wright & Co, Leamington 

UNNA, GUSTAV OscaR, Sydney pl, Onslow sq Dec 22 Rider & Co, New sq, Lincoln's inn 

VIVIAN, MARY FRANCES, Torquay Decl5 Hooper & Woollen, Torquay ; 

YATES, DEBORAH (D’ALEX), Brockley, Kent Jan 6 Sladen & Wing, Queen Anne's gt, 
Westminster 

London_Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 28. 


Appy, ANN, Huddersfield Dec 22 Wilmshurst & Stones, Huddersfield 

Baco¥, His Honour Judge FRANCIS HENRY, Lancaster Gate ter, Hyde Park Jan | 
Lawrence & Co, New sq, Lincoln's inn x 

BALINT, SUSMAN, Cheetham, Manchester, Cloth Merchant Dec 24 Wise & Wise, 
Manchester 

BARLOW, JAMES, Reddish, Lancaster Dec 22 Grundy, Stockport 

BEAL, JOHN, Cucktield, Sussex Jan3 Woolley & Bevis, Brighton 

BLAKEMAN, ELIzA, Parkstone, Dorset Dec 28 Botteley & Snarp, Birmingham 

CARLTON, JOHN, Kingston upon Hull Dec2l Payne & Payne, Hull 

CooPER, JOHN, Skirbeck, Lincoln Jan 17 Millington & Co, Boston 

CouTTS, DAVID KIRKPATRICK, FRCS, Norwich Dec 30 Mills & Reeve, Norwich _— 

DOUGLAS, ELIZABETH, Avenue rd, Forest Gate, Essex Dec 23 Thompson & Co, Birken- 
head 





Paax 
B 


Peax 
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PILSBURY, CAROLINE, Stoke on Trent Dec 30 Collis, Stoke on Trent 

PIMuLow, Emma Marg, Beck enham,Kent Jan 10 Lindsay & Co, lronmonger In 

RIDDELL, HUGH, Spital Ton gues, Newcastle upon Tyne, Cattle Dealer Decz4 Holmes, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 

RIDING, WILLIAM Steer, Buckerell, nr Honiton, Devon Dec 30 Munton & Co, 
Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

ROBERTSON, ARTHOR, Godalming, Surrey Dec 20 Gregson, St James’ st 

ROBERTSON, ARTHUR KEITH STEWART MCALPINE, Church row, Hampstead Jan 5 
Bridges & Vo, Red Lion sq 

SHEPPARD, ANN, Keynsham, Somerset Dec 30 Glyde, Bristol 

SILVERMAN, EsTHER, Berlin, Germany Jan 5 Solomon, Finsbury pymt 

SIMMONS, MARY, Thame, Oxford Dec 28 Smith, Horsham 

SIMON, MARY SANDERSON, Acton Bridge, Chester Dec 30 Hannay & Horton, Liverpool 

fREVOR, Rt Hon MARY CaTHERINE BARONESS, Belgravesq Des7 Currey & Vo, Great 
George st, Westminster 





Dec. 2, I9I!. 
dver- 2 = 


DUNSDON, FREDERICK, Newton Abbot, Lodging House Keeper Jan 12 Watts & Co 
Newton Abbott ; 

Dre, Rev a PERCIVAL Hart, Wimborne, Dorset Dez 21 Luff & Raymond, 
Wimbledoo 

Evus, WILLIAM, Abergele, Denbigh Dac8 Jones, Rhyle : 

FISHE, JAMES WILLIAM, Wisbech St Mary,'Cambridge, Wheelwright Dac12 South- 
well & Dennis, Wisbeeh 

FLEMING, JoHN WILLIAM, Batley, Yorks Decil Brearley & Son, Batley 

Forp, Rose EMMA, Stannardrd, Dalston Dec 3 Keene & Co, Seething In 

GLassMAN, EmiLy, Oxford Dec21 Walsh & Co, Oxford 

GRirFITHs, MARY, Liverpool Dec 28 Evans & Co, Liverpool 





HARE, CHARLES BOWLES, Clifton pk, Bristol Dec 21 Clarke & Sons, Bristol 

Horne, Emma DrtaNna, Eastbourne Jans King & Co, Vannon st 

HOWELL, KaTH&RINS VAN Liew, Brook st Jan8 Corbould & Co, Henrietta s', Caven- 
dish 


























Howson, BERT AUGUSTUS CAUNCE, Wynberg, Cape Colony Feb 1 Dickson, Preston | VgENING, JANE, Abbotskerswell, Devon Jan 20 Watts & Co, Newton Abbot 
| and KesyoN, RICHARD, Oiaham Dec 18 Megson, Oldham} aw VINCENT, EMMA, Bodmin, Cornwall Dec 12 Sharpe, Falmouth 
n st, LaK8, FREDERICK VIRGLL, Grosvenor pl, Kitchea Assistant Dec 23 Holder ood, | vox HuBE, Rev RoDOLPH BaRoN, Nottingham Dec 283 Barber, Nottingham 
Cheapside . 
MuTLOW, EfHEUBERT, Ledbury, Hereford Dec 31 Garrood, Ledbury WALKER, WILLIAM, Ashton under Lyne, Licensei Victualler Jan6 Ascroft & Co, Old- 
08 ¥ PaTersoN, GEORGE CHARLES, Anson rd, Tufnell Park Jan2 Aird & Co, Brabant ct ham 
- Pickup, Jeorragy, Crompton, nr Oldham, Publican Old- , Leaca, Tare, Bingley, Yorks, Master Pium der Dec 4 
Bankru tc Notices Ny Pet Nov 20 ond Nov 20 11.30 Of Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
Pp y . Pixx, Coarces, Fareham, Hants, Farmer Portsmouth | Leisovirca, Josera, Fournier st, Commercial st, Whole- 
‘ Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 sale Fucrier Dec 6at 1 Bankraptcy bldgs, Carey st 
London Gazette.—Farpar, Nov. 2%. Raissiap, AtFarp, and Argracva Martaew, Romford rd, — ~~ ee ae — Barton ? pas 
y Park, sex, Motor Engineers High Court ants, Livery Sable Keepar Dec 4 at ll U . 
ee Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 ¥ ” Midland Ban« chmbrs, Higo st, Southampton 
Barter, James, Etwall, Derby, Saddler Derby Pet Nov | g,wyer, Georoe Loap, Birmingham, Dairyman Birming- | Levick, Haxry Caaaves, Salmon lo, Limehouse, Cheese- 
21 Ord Nov 21 ‘ X ham Pet Nov2l Ord Nov 21 monger Dec 5 at2.3) Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
h Bassett, Eaxest K, Liverpool Liverpool Pet Oct 28 Witsox, Witt1am Dowsixe Ap.ineros, Prenton, Chester, | McCastuy, Rossrt Moore, Croich Hill, Steamship Broxer 
— Ord Nov 21 : Cotton Broker Liverpool Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 Dec 6 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st _ 
Buock, Freperick James, Hove Brighton Pet Nov 20| yeoways, Anrava, Balper, Darby, Railway Clerk Derby | Macuext, Roserr Hore, Ossett, Yorks, Civil Eaginser 
G Nov : . . Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 2l Dec 4 as 11 Off Kec, Bank chmbrs, Corporatiun st, 
r, Gt Bares, Morais, Albion bldge, Aldersgate, Furrier High | youx¢, Janes, Carlisle, Draper Carlisle § Pet Nov 22 Dewsbury i 
Court Pet Oct 28 Nov 21 Ord Nov 22 Mac«ay, A, Queen's rd, Upton Park, Essex, Hosier Dec 6 
Barstow, Witu1am, Worcester, Grocer's Assistant Wor- at lz Baukrupsey bidgs, Carey st 
ons, cester Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 Amended Notice substituted for that published in the Murgataoyp, Faaxk, Hudderstield, Journeyman Iron 
Caypetaxp, Cuarves, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler London Gazette of Nov. 17 Turner Dec 2 at 10 Law Society's Room, imperial 
Liverpool Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 22 f Gites, Mary, Huddersfield Hudderstield Pet Nov 13 | arcade, New st, Huddersfield 
Caampertaix, Eowarp, Welbeck st, Surgeon High Court Ord Novy 13 | Perkins, ‘T'aumas Cou.ins, Burton upon Trent, Painter 
nard Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 21 ; FIRST MEETINGS. Dec 4at 12 Couaty Court, Station st, Burton on Trent 
Cuzmixsos, Coaates R D, Harcourt bldgs, Temple High | Bartey, James, Etwall, Derby, Saddler Dec 4 at 11.30 | Piccue, Jaurvagy, Crompton, or Oldham, Publisan Dec 
; Court Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 21 Off Ree, 5, Victoria bldgs, Londoa rd, Derby | S5acll Uff Rec, Greaves st, VUldham 
wich Davies, Atrrep Morris, Abertillery, Mon, Grocer | Berne, ALFrep Hatrox, Walton on Thames, Clerk Dec 6 | Pinx, Cuances, Fareham, Hants, Farmer Dec 4 at 3 Off 
Tr Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 _ ’ atil 132, York rd, Westmiaster Bridge rd | Kec, Cambridge juac, High st, Portsmouth 
Davies, Davip Eutyx, Lampeter, Cardigan, Tailor Car-| Berry, Wit.1am, Pontilanfraith, Mon, Miner Dec2at 11) Rarnsiap, Atragp, and Aaraus Maraew, Romford rd, 
ry marthen Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 ; Otf Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon Manor Park, Essex, Motor Engineers Dec 5 at 11 
rbes Dexsy, Cuasies Wittiam, Westcliff on Sea, Builder | Brock, Fazperice James, Hove Dec 4 at 12 Off Rec 12a, Bankruptcy bidgs, Uarey st 
Chelmeford Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 22 Marlborough pl, Brighton Row.anps, AuBest Joan, Pembroke, Pembroke, Painter 
Duck, Wituiam, Lower Stratton, nr Swindon, Wilts, | Boyes, Roseet Ranoie, Nottingham, House Furnisher Dec 4 at 12.3) Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarth:n 
Haulier Swindon Pet Nov2i Ord Novy 21 Dec 2 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, | Srevexs, Srencen Wituiam, Gillingham, Keut, Saddler 
Hawise, Eayezst, Bristol, Grocer Bristol Pet Nov 4 Nottingham Dec 4at 3.15 115, High st, Rochester 
Ord Nov 20 Brennes, Moaais, Albion bldgs, Aldersgate, Furrier Dec | Warre, Geoner Josera, Vaksey, or Maimesbury, Butcher 
Hosen, Cuances, Wioton, Bournemouth, Builder Poole 4atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Uarey st Dec 4at3 Off Bec, 33, Regent circus, Swindon 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 20 Burrow, Hagotp Faavycis, Leigh Sinton, Worcester, En- | Witxivson, Coaevgs, Mirfield, Mill Manager Dec 2 at 12 
Host, James, Oldham Barrow in Furness Pet Nov 22 gineer Dec 4 at 11.30 Utf Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 
& Ord Nov 22 - sa Worcester ie Wi.sox, Witttam Dowsina ApLineton, Prenton, Chester, 
‘y ILes, Ropgut Morratt, Cotham, Bristol, Commission Agent | Camrios, Jons Tuomas Heway, Sou-ham, Warwick, Com- Cotton Broker Dec 5 at il Of Rec, 35, Victoria et, 
Bristol Pet Nov 2l Ord Nov 21 . mission Agent Dec 5 at 2.3) Off Rec, 8, High at, Liverpool 
: Jicoa, W H, Bristol, Tobacco Dealer Bristol Pet Nov 17 Coventry Yeomans, Antuur, Belper, Derby, Railway Clerk Dec4 
con, Ord Nov 21 CaamperRiain, Epwarp, Welbeck st, Surgeon Dec 4 at 12 atlz Off Rec,5, Victoria bidgs, London rd, Derby 
Karz, James Witiiam, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Bankruptcy bldga, Carey st 
tat Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 Crace, James, Reading, Horse Dealer Dec 15at12 The ADJUDICATIONS. 
taf Leaca, Tate, Bingley, Yorks, Master Plumber Bradford Queen’s Hotel, Reading | 
Pet Noy22 Urd Nov 22 Cieminsox, Cuakies R D, Harcourt bldgs, Temple Dec Baitey, James, Etwall, Derby, Saddler Derby Pet Nov 
Lzizovitcu, Josera, Fournier st, Commerc‘al st, Whole- at il Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 21 Ord Noy 21 wi b 
mes sale Farrier High Court Pet Oct 31 Ocd Nov 22 Davies, Samuet, Henilan, Carmarthea, Flannel Manufac- | Bere, ALyaep Hatton, Walton on Thames, Clerk King- 
Laicester, ReainaLp Avaustus Howpica, Barton on Sea, turer Dec2atll Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen ston, Surrey Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 
| Livery Stable Keeper Southampton Pet Nov 20 Ord | Duck, Witu1am, Lower Stratton, nr Swindon, Haulier | BLock, Faxpesick James, Hove Brigaton Pet Nov 20 
ett ov 20 Dec 4 at 3.30 Off Rec, 38, Kegent cir, Swindon | Urd Nov 20 3 ; 
Lewis, Davipy Moroax, Talgarth, Brecknock, Farmer | Evans, Harotp Stantey, Chopwell, Durham, Overman | Baistow, Wittiam, Worcester, Grocer’s Assistant Wor- 
Hereford Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 20 Dec 5at 2.30 Off Rec, 30, Museley st, Newcastle upon | cester Pet Nov 21 urd Noy 21 
n st, Levick, Hexay Caarvies, Salmon In, Limehouse, Cheese- Tyne Cox, Hagpiag pe& Fosxstaxque, Jermyn ct, Jermyn st, 
monger High Court Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 Fitcairt, Lawageyce, Crosby, Scunthorpe, General Dealer NewsPaper Proprietor High Court ret Sept 21 Ora 
McCastuy, Rosert Moore, Crouch Hill, Steamship Broker Dec 2 at 10.30 Off Rec, Sc Mary's chmbrs, Great Nov #0 
High Court Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 22 Grimsby Caurrexvex, Henry Epowarp, and Tuomas Faanx 
Macastt, Rosert Hors, Ossett, Yorks, Civil Engineer | Gammace, Henry Apam, Hereford, Plumber Dec 2 at 11 OnutTrexpey, Oxted, Surrey, Builders Uroydon Pet 
Dewsbury Pet Nov 20 Ord Novy 20 2, Otfa st, Hereford June 15 Ord Noy 2h 
mp- Macgay, A, Queen's rd, Upton Park, Essex, Hosier High | Harrisox, W H, Worthing, Stock Dealer Dec 5 at 1 | Davies, Atyvaep Morus, Abertillery, Mon, Grocer 
Court Pet Nov1l Ord Nov 22 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st Tredegar Pet Novy 20 Ord Nov zu 
Novat, Guotam Hussein Kaan, Hale, Chester, Foreign | Humper, Caaries, Winton, Bouraemouth, Builder Dec 4 | Davies, Davin Euiyy, Lampeter, Cardigan, Tailor Car- 
Correspondeat Manchester Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov z2 at 3.30 Arcade chmbrs (first fluor), Bournemouth marthen Pet Nov 22° Ord Nov 22 : 
Parxer, AaTaua, Burnley, Lancs, Electrical Engineer | Jacovns, Isaac, Reading, Tailor Dec 15 at 12.30 The | Duck, Wittiam, Lower Stratton, or Swindon, Haulier 
jon: Burnley Pet Nov18 Urd Nov 22 Queen's Hotel, Readi Swindon Pet Nov2l Oxrd Nov 21 
ed Peexixs, Taomas Cotiixs, Burton on Trent, Painter Bur- | Kays, James Wittiam, Shipley, Yorks, Grocer Dc 4 at | Gaice, Josera, Beddington, Surrey Croydon Pet Nev 
ro tonon Trent Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov20 | 11 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradforn 1a Ord Noy 21 
ast 
am, T 
ace- 
ton 
inn ’ 5 
j 
& 24a, MOooRGaTsm STReE OF Z.OMDPDom, B.C. 
ESTABLISHED I 880. 
nl 
ise, EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS 
5S C © 
Upwards of 650 Appeais to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
en- 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


On application. 
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Houmoer. Cuances, Winton, Bournemouth, Builder Poole 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 20 

Hust, James,Oldham Barrow in Furness Pet Nov 22 
Ord Nov 22 

Ites, Rosent Morvarr, Cotham 
Agent Bristol Pet Nov 2l Ord Nov 21 

Kaye, James Wiiviam, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet 
Nov2i Ord Nov 21 

Kircaixo, Wittius Heyey, 
Ord Nov 18 

Lavette, Witttam, Lowestoft, Hotel Proprietor 
Yarmouth Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 21 

Lzacu, Tats, Bingley, Yorks, Master Plumber B:adford 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 

Leicester, Reoitvaty Avousrus Hotpica, Barton on Sea, 
Haunts, Livery Stable Keeper Southampton Pet Nov 
20 Ord Nov 20 

Leviox, Heway Cuaances, Salmon In, Limehouse, Cheese- 

monger High Court Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Lewis, . =. Moreay, Talgarth, Brecknock, Farmer 
Hereford Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 22 

McCarrott, Dawsiet, Battersea Park rd, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Wandsworth Pet Sept i3 Ord Nov 21 

Macue.t, Roseat Hore, Ossett, Yorks, Civil Eagineer 
Dewsbury Pet Nov 20 Ord Nuv 20 

Macuts, Anraur Grosor, Axest, Barking, Butcher High 

Court Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 22 

Nicno.sos, Wittiam Georor, Drvden mans, Queen’s Club 
gains, W Kensington High Court Pet Aug 15 Ord 
Nov 20 

Nioatat., Witttas. Cambridge, Boot Repairer Cambridge 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Novy 21 

Novet, Guo.tam Hossein Kuas, Hale, Chester, Foreign 
Correspondent Manchester Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 

Peaktxs, Taomas Coctiss, Burton on Trent, Painter Bur- 
ton on Trent Pet Nov 20 Ord Nuy 20 

Peacins, Wittiam Georce, Oxford st High Court Pet 
July 12 Ord Nov 22 

Pickxvr, Jzorraey,: High Crompton, 
Oldham Prt Nov 20 Ord Nov 29 

Pink, Caanrcues, Fareham, Hants, Farmer 
Novis Ord Noy 18 

Ratmsinp, Atrago, and Aatave Maragw. Romford rd, 
Manor Park, Essex, Motor Engineers High Cuurt Pet 
Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Rooeas, Eowiw Awruony, Cloudesdale rd, Balham, Fruit 
Salesman Wandsworth Pet Aug5 Ord Nov 21 

Russet, Herxsert, Birmingham, Stock Brokers Birming 
ham Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov 20 

Sawryenr, Gtoroe Loro, birmingham, Dsirymin 
ham Pet Nov2l Ord Noy 22 

Swas, Roser, Blyth, Northumberland, Builder Newcastle 
upon Tyne Pet Uct18 Ord Nov 31 

Yeomans, Antuvur, Belper, Derby, Railway Clerk 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 > 

Youre, Apvam, Ockley, Surrey 
Nov 21 

Youna, James, Carlisle, Draper Carlisle 
Nov 22 

Amended Notice substituted for that pte ad in the 
London Gazette of Oct 2 
Guy Mortimer, Victoria st, W a High 
Court Pet Sept5 Ord Oct 20 


Amended Notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 17: 
Gites, Mary, Huddersfield, Baker Huddersfield Pet Nov 
18 Ord Nov 13 
Gotpamita, Wittram Norman, Chertsey, Surrey, Advertis 
ing Canvasser Kingston, Surrey Pet Noy 9 Ord 
Nov 13 


Bristol, Commission 
Lincoln Lincoln Pet Oct 9 
Great 


nr Oldham, Publican 


Portsmouth Pet 


Birming- 


Derby 
Croydon Pet Nov3 Ord 


Pet Nov22 Ord 


Fay, 





Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & MARY, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 


To H.M, THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 
LEVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, 





BY AUTHORITY. 


Every requisite under the Above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use 


SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and 
printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed and executed, 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 
2, SERJEANTS’ INN, FLEET STREET, 
LONDON, E.C, 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 





| Mr. Borpett Hovestos. 








LONDON GUARANTEE AND 
ACCIDENT COMPANY, LIMITED. 


Established 1859. 

The Company's Bonds are Accepted by the High Court 
as SECURITY for RECEIVERS, LIQUIDATORS and 
ADMINISTRATORS, for COSTS in Actions where security 
is orderei to be giveoa, by the Board of Trade for 
OFFIVIALS under the Bankruptcy Acts, and by the 


Scotch Courts, &c., &c. 
£2,375,000. 


Claims Paid Exceed - 

Fidelity Guarantees, Accident and Sickness 
Workmen’s Compensation and Third Purty, 
Fire and Consequential Loss, 
Burglary, Lift, Plate Glass and Motor Car 

Insurances. 
:—42-4), New Broad Street, E.C. 
61, St. James's Street, 8.W. 


HEAD OFFICE 
West End Office: 





INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 

10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 

ESTABLISHED 1835, CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 

LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans mau be Capitalized. 
Cc. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, 





THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(ESTABLISHED 1823), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Persona 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STRERT, E.C. 


CHARITIES, &e. 











NATIONAL 
ORPHAN HOME, 


HAM COMMON, SURREY. 
Patrons: H.M. THE KING, H.R.H. the Duchess of 
Albany and H.R.H. Princess Christian. 
President: 

His GRACE THE DUKE OF PORTLAND, E.G, 
Chairman: 

SmR THOMAS SKEWES-Cox, J.P. 
FOUNDED 1849. 

For Orphan Girls, who are received without 
distinction of religion, and trained for domestic 


service. 
LEGACIES 
DONATIONS AND SUBSCRIPTIONS ARE MUCH NEEDED. 


Bankers : Lloyds Bank, 16, St. James’ Street, 5. W. 
Secretary : The Orphanage, Ham Common, Surrey, 








THE EAST LONDON CHURCH FUND. 


~ PRESIDENTS: 


BISHOPS OF ISLINGTON and STEPNEY. 


THE 





The object of this Fund is to bring more 
Christian Workers into East London, 
which has a working-class population of over two 
millions. It now helps to maintain 

215 Lay and 
205 Clerical Agents, 
and earnestly solicits help by 
Subscription or Donation 
and Legacy. 


Secretary: Rev. H. A. E. STANDFAST, M.A. 
Office: 70, Hamilton House, Bishopsgate, E.C. 








SELDEN SOCIETY. 


FOUNDED 1887. 
To encourage the study and advance the knowledge of the History 
of English Law, 


Patron: 

HIS MAJESTY THE KING. 
Presipert: WALTER C. RENSHAW, Esgq., K.C. 
Taz How. Ma. Justice JOYCE, 
Tue Rient Hon. Str ROBERT 

FINLAY, G.0.M.G., K.C. 
Covuncit. (March, 1911). 
Mr. Stpnev O. Appy. Sir H. OC. Maxwatr 


Mr. W. Pater Batvpox, K.C.B. 
The Rt. Hon. Lord Justice 


Fiercusr Movtron. 
Mr, R. F,. Worron, «.o. 
Mr. Tuomas Kaw ie. 
Mr. C, A. Russet, x.o, 
The Hon, Mr. Justice 
Wanrainoron. 
Mr. T. Creatas Wittiams. 
Directors : 
Sir Farpx. Pot.oox, Bt., 13, | Professor Visocravorr, 19 
Old-square, Lincoln’e-inn. Linton-road, Oxford. 
Hon, Anditors: 
Mr. J, W. Crark, K.o, Mr. Huseat Hat. 
Hon. Secretary: Mr. B. Fosserr Loox, 
11, ayy Lincoln’s-inn, London. 


Vice-PREesipENTS 


Lytg, 


F.S. A. 
The Right Hon. Artuur 
ConeEn, K.C. 
Dr. Eowis FaesHrreco. 
Sir C. B. H. Cuapwyck 
HEAary,X.c.B., K.0, 


Prof. Covrtygy 8. Kenny. 
Literary 











Hon. E, W. Riper, 
8, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, London, 

al Subscription: ONE GUINEA. Life Membership 
Argo years for Libraries, &e.): TWENTY GUINEAS. 

ch Member receives the publication for the year of 

subscription, and may subscribe for any previous year. 

Public Libraries, &c., becoming subscribers and requir- 

ing a complete set of past Publications may receive same at 


a special rate. 
Further particulars may be obtained from the Secretary or 
Treasurer. 


Norz.—Publications already issued (price 28s. each to 
Non-Members) : re) Select Pleas of the Crown. (II.) Select 
Pleas. Select Civil Pieas. (IV. ‘ The Court 

(Vv) Leet Jurisdiction in Norwich. (VI.) Select 

Pleas (Vol. 1). (VII.) The Mirror of Justices. 

(VIII.) Bracton and Azo. (IX.) The Coroners’ Rolls. 
x.) Belect Cases in Chancery. (XI.) Select Admiralty 


Pleas oN 2). (XL) The Court of Requests. (XIIL.) 


Select 
ments. 


leas of the Forests. (XIV.) Beverley Town Docu- 

(XV.) The Exchequer of the Jews. (XVI.) The 

Star Chamber. (XVII.) Year Books 1 & 2 Ed. 2. 

(XVIIL.) Borough Customs (Vol.1). (XIX.) Year Books 

x5 2) 2 & 3 Ed. 2. (XX.) Year Books (Vol. 3) 3 Ed. 2. 
XXI.) Borough Customs (Vol. 2). 

heries (Vol, 3), (XXIIL) The La 

(XXIV.) Tne Eyre of Kent (Vol. 1). (XXV.) The Star 

Ubamber (Vol, 2). 


LIBERATOR RELIEF FUND. 


An echo of the distress caused by the 
Liberator Building Society crash in 1892. 





Seven hundred Widows and Spinsters, and 

Broken Men, some of them Clergymen and 

Ministers of the Churches, poor and aged, 

and infirm, still look to this fund for half- 
yearly grants. 


£4000 PER YEAR NEEDED TO MEET GRANTS. 


Cheques and P.O.’s to be sent to the 
Rev. JOHN HARRISON, 
16, Farringdon Street, London, E.C. 








Mrs. SMYLY’S HOMES 


and Free Food Day Schools, 
ror NECESSITOUS CHILDREN; DUBLIN 


ESTABLISHED HALF A CENTURY. 
BENEFITING OVER A THOUSAND CHILDREN. 
Supported by Voluntary Contributions. 
The expense of maintaining this work amounts to 


1,000 a Month, 
exclus‘ve of the ‘:ducational Department, waich is pro- 
vided for by the SOCIETY FoR IRISH CHURCH MISSIONS. 
Financial help is earnestly invited, and will be 
gratefully received and acknowledged by— 


The Misses SMYLY, 21, Grattan Street, Dublin. 








Gifts of Clothing for the Children, and Articles for 
Sales of Work are always welcome, 





ALEXANDER | & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, LIMITED. 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 
And ali General and Commercia! Work. 
Every description of Printing. 
FETTER LANE, LONDON, E.C, 











